St. Cloud State University

theRepository at St. Cloud State
Culminating Projects in Education
Administration and Leadership

Department of Educational Leadership and
Higher Education

5-2021

Minnesota Principal Knowledge and Support of Special Education
and Special Education Teacher Job Satisfaction
Julie Mae Przekwas
St. Cloud State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://repository.stcloudstate.edu/edad_etds

Recommended Citation
Przekwas, Julie Mae, "Minnesota Principal Knowledge and Support of Special Education and Special
Education Teacher Job Satisfaction" (2021). Culminating Projects in Education Administration and
Leadership. 76.
https://repository.stcloudstate.edu/edad_etds/76

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Department of Educational Leadership and
Higher Education at theRepository at St. Cloud State. It has been accepted for inclusion in Culminating Projects in
Education Administration and Leadership by an authorized administrator of theRepository at St. Cloud State. For
more information, please contact tdsteman@stcloudstate.edu.

Minnesota Principal Knowledge and Support of Special Education and Special Education
Teacher Job Satisfaction
by
Julie Mae Przekwas

A Dissertation
Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of
St. Cloud State University
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
for the Degree of
Doctor of Education
In Educational Administration and Leadership

May 2021

Dissertation Committee:
David Lund, Chairperson
Heidi Hahn
James Johnson
Frances Kayona

2

Abstract

National trends in research and across Minnesota have shown many special education
teaching positions go unfilled and a third of special education teachers leave the field within their
first five years of employment (MN PELSB, 2017). Special education teachers indicate a need or
desire for support from principals; however, principals have a history of limited understanding or
training in special education (Weiss, 2001; McHatton, Boyer, Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010; Fall &
Billingsley, 2011; Lynch, 2012; Pazey & Cole, 2012; Christensen, Robertson, Williamson, &
Hunter, 2013 Horrison-Collier, 2013; Mehrenberg, 2013; Sheldrake, 2013; Fenski, 2017). Past
research demonstrates administrative support is important for special education teacher job
satisfaction (Prather-Jones, 2011; Benjamin & Black, 2012; Berry, 2012; Horrison-Collier, 2013;
Cancio, Albrecht, and Johns, 2014; Bettini et al., (2016); Conley & You, 2017; Kelchtermans,
2017; Koonkongsatian, 2017; and Bettini et al., 2020).
This study analyzed survey results from Minnesota special education teachers and
principals pertaining to leadership practices principals use that impact special education teacher
job satisfaction. The principal survey also investigated principal confidence in understanding,
training, and supporting special education teachers and programs, as well as their professional
development practices in the area of special education.
Two-thirds of participating principals indicate being unprepared for supporting special
education and related programs. Principals want special education teachers to use informed
practices; however, special education teachers want to be trusted to teach how they determine is
necessary. Principals also report higher job satisfaction in special education teachers compared to
what special education teachers report.
Keywords: special education, job satisfaction, attrition, retention, support practices,
principal support, principal professional development
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Chapter I: Introduction

Since the late 1970s the United States has struggled with a teacher shortage (Ingersoll,
2001; Boe & Cook 2006; Dunn, 2010). In Minnesota, almost one-third of teachers leave within
the first five years (MN PELSB, 2017). During the 2016-2017 school year, “slightly more than
7,000 teachers… did not return to teach in the same district in the 2017-2018 school year” and 25
percent left for personal reasons (MN PELSB, 2019). Further, 70,316 teachers holding an active
license are not teaching in Minnesota (MN PELSB, 2019).
Hiring officials at schools note a limited number of applicants applying for positions and
those who do apply do not hold the necessary credentials required to teach (MN PELSB, 2017).
As of July 1, 2018, Minnesota implemented a tiered licensure system to support recruitment and
retention of teachers (Education Minnesota, 2017). Although research supports fully certified
teachers more likely to stay in the field (Boe & Cook, 2006), implementing a grow your own
model can also increase retention rates (Cegelka & Alvarado, 2000; McClure & Reeves, 2004;
and Helms Lorenz, 2016).
Special education teachers who stay in the field cite reasons such as support from
administration, the culture or work environment, collaboration and connectedness with peers,
mentorship or induction programs, and their level of knowledge or competence in their area of
expertise (Gehrke & Murri, 2006; Guarino, Santibanez, & Daley, 2006; Vittek, 2015; and Bettini
et al., 2018). Administration has control over the work environment and the support special
education teachers receive (CCSSO, 2015). Across the U.S., approximately 50 percent of
principals report not receiving adequate preparation of special education services (Angelle &
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Bilton, 2009; McHatton, Boyer, Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010; and Christianson, Robertson,
Williamson, & Hunter, 2013). Principal training and professional development are needed to
allow them to be more effective in supporting special education teacher job satisfaction
(McHatton, Boyer, Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010; Lynch, 2012; Pazey and Cole, 2012; Roderick &
Jung, 2012; and Christiansen, Robertson, Williamson, & Hunter, 2013).
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework is based on the works from Whitaker, Whitaker, and Lumpa
(2009), Blase and Kirby (2009), and Hahn (2013). Whitaker, Whitaker, and Lumpa (2009)
addressed six main categories with multiple strategies that help educational leaders build staff
morale and improve teacher job satisfaction in the school setting. Blase and Kirby (2009)
outlined eight areas regarding effective strategies principals use to impact job satisfaction in
teachers.
Hahn (2013) analyzed and found the following seven areas, based on prior research
(Blase & Kirby, 2009; Whitaker, Whitaker, & Lumpa, 2009) as practices principals engage in to
support teacher job satisfaction. For the purpose of this study, the following seven practices will
be specific to special education teacher job satisfaction:
1. Shared Decision-Making
2. Professional Autonomy
3. Creating Staff Expectations
4. Stand Behind and Support
5. Principal Practices/Professional Role
6. Recognition Practices
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7. Communication
Statement of the Problem
Special education teaching positions in Minnesota continue to go unfilled or are filled by
non-licensed personnel, additionally, 32 percent leave the field within the first five years of
employment (MN PELSB, 2017). Special education teachers often do not perceive support from
administrators (Weiss, 2001; Fall & Billingsley, 2011; Horrison-Collier, 2013; Mehrenberg,
2013; Sheldrake, 2013; Fenski, 2017). Currently, building principals are responsible for
supporting general education and special education staff and have a history of limited
understanding or training of special education (McHatton, Boyer, Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010;
Lynch, 2012; Pazey & Cole, 2012; Christensen, Robertson, Williamson, & Hunter, 2013).
Building administrator leadership is known to impact morale and job satisfaction in teachers
(Blocker & Richardson, 1963).
Limited research exists with regard to support special education teachers receive from
their principals and the impact support has on special education teacher retention.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine the support special education teachers receive
from their principal and its relationship to special education teacher job satisfaction. The study
includes surveying principals and special education teachers on the level of principal support
provided for special education programs and principal practices used for supporting special
education teacher job satisfaction. The study also identifies the confidence level of principals in
understanding special education and how principals are obtaining professional development in
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special education. Information gathered will be used to help principals continue their knowledge
of special education, special education programming, and support of special education teachers.
Assumptions of the Study
Assumptions of the study describes the things assumed to be true throughout the study
(Roberts, 2010). Assumptions are out of the control of the researcher, but if not considered, the
study would become irrelevant (Simon, 2011). The study focuses on elementary and secondary
school principals across Minnesota and special education teachers across Minnesota. The
assumptions of the study are as follows:
1. Directors of special education forwarded surveys to all special education teachers to
complete.
2. The participants answered the survey questions honestly and in a manner that accurately
reflects their professional opinion. In justification of this assumption, it was made clear to
participants that their anonymity is preserved and the participants may withdraw from the
study at any given time.
3. Special education teachers recognize support practices of principals related to their job.
Delimitations of the Study
Delimitations include the scope of the study, such as that which will and will not be
included in the study, and that which is controlled by the researcher (Roberts, 2010). The
delimitations for the study are as follows:
1. The study was conducted only in Minnesota.
2. The study was conducted in March of 2020.
3. The study excludes special education teachers no longer in the field.
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4. The participation survey return rate of special education teachers and principals.
Objectives of the Study
This section describes the short-term problems or activities required to complete the study
(Dissertation Manual, 2017). The objectives of the study are as follows:
1. Contact presidents of Minnesota Association of Secondary School Principals (MASSP)
and Minnesota Elementary School Principals’ Association (MESPA) to help disperse
survey questions to principals across Minnesota.
2. Contact president of Minnesota Administrators of Special Education (MASE) to disperse
special education teacher surveys to directors of special education across Minnesota.
Research Questions
1. What do Minnesota special education teachers report as key support practices that
principals use that have the most impact on job satisfaction?
2. What do Minnesota principals report as key support practices utilized to develop and
improve special education teacher job satisfaction?
3. How do principals reported key support practices compare to special education teachers
reported key support practices?
4. How do Minnesota principals rate their level of confidence in supporting special
education teachers and programs?
5. Where do Minnesota principals obtain professional development with regards to special
education?
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Hypothesis Statement
A research or alternative hypothesis statement is written for question three which will be
tested using an independent t-test.
1. Is there a significant difference between how principals report key support practices
compared to special education teacher’s reported key support practices?
2. Null or operational hypothesis: There is no significant difference between how
principals report key support practices compared to special education teacher’s reported
key support practices.
Definition of Terms
Accommodations. “A change in class work or testing conditions to help students with disabilities
have access to learning and demonstrate their knowledge without lowering or changing
the standard or the level of the class work or of a test” (Pacer Center, Inc., 2018).
Attrition. “a reduction in numbers usually as a result of resignation, retirement, or death”
(Merriam-Webster, n.d.).
Caseload. “The number of students with Individual Education Plans (lEPs) for whom a teacher
serves as "case manager" and is responsible for writing and implementing of the IEP”
(MDE, n.d.).
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). “Signed into law December 10, 2015, the Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA) is the federal legislation that governs elementary and secondary
education in America. ESSA reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act and replaced No Child Left Behind (NCLB)” (NASSP, n.d.). “ESSA represents a
major shift from the increased federal authority of NCLB and state waivers issued by the
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Department of Education to increased flexibility to states and school districts” (NASSP,
n.d.).
Greater Minnesota (Rural). “It’s a term recognized by many Minnesotans as referring to the
area outside the seven counties of the Twin Cities region that is centered on the state’s
two largest cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul, or the state’s non-urban areas more
generally” (Minnesota State Demographic Center, 2017, p. 4).
Individual education plan (IEP). “Is a document that outlines the special education and related
services a school district will provide a child who was evaluated and in need of special
education” (Pacer Center, Inc., 2018, p. 2).
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Created in 2004 to increase the principal’s
leadership responsibilities, requiring principals to ensure students with disabilities receive
individualized academic and social instruction in the least restrictive environment
(Lynch, 2012).
Job Satisfaction. “the feeling of pleasure and achievement that you experience in your job when
you know that your work is worth doing, or the degree to which your work gives you this
feeling” (Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.).
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE).” Is an educational setting that provides an appropriate
program, including any necessary special supports, in as typical a school environment as
possible” (Pacer Center, Inc., 2018, p. 22).
Metro. “The Minnesota Electronics Recycling Act defines an 11-county metropolitan area:
Anoka, Carver, Chisago, Dakota, Hennepin, Isanti, Ramsey, Scott, Sherburne,
Washington, and Wright. These counties include the cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul
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(the Twin Cities) and contain about 60 percent of Minnesota's population” (Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency, n.d.).
Moderately. “In a way that is neither small nor large in size, amount, degree, or strength”
(Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.).
Modification. “A change in class work or testing conditions that lowers or changes the level of
difficulty or focus of class work, homework, or of a test. The expectation is modified or
changed” (Pacer Center Inc., 2018, p. 31).
Retention. “the act of retaining” or “the act of keeping someone or something” (MerriamWebster, n.d.).
Special Education. “Instruction specially designed to meet the unique needs of a student with
disabilities” (Pacer Center Inc., 2018, p. 32.)
Special Education Teacher/Case Manager/IEP Manager. Someone who “serves both as an
educator and as an advocate for students with special needs. His or her schedule is
divided among planning, instruction, … scheduling, attending and following up after IEP
meetings, writing IEPs with attainable and measurable goals, tracking and reporting
student progress on IEP goals, providing guidance to general education teachers who
wish to accommodate students, administering assessments, day-to-day classroom
management, planning and instructing, managing and evaluating instructional assistants
and other paraprofessionals, developing behavior management plans and more” (Special
Education Guide, 2013-2019).
Suburban. “A smaller community adjacent to or within commuting distance of a city” (MerriamWebster, n.d.).
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Support. “To promote the interests or cause of,” “to uphold or defend as valid or right:
advocate,” “assist, help” (Merriam-Webster, n.d.)
Working Conditions. “The climate within a school building and the workforce conditions it
encompasses act as either a support or a deterrent for teacher retention” (Ingersoll, 2001;
Gersten et al., 2001).
Workload. “A special education teacher’s workload is the total number of minutes required for
all responsibilities including direct and indirect services, evaluation time, IEPs managed,
travel time, parental contact, and other services in the IEPs of eligible students receiving
direct special education services” (MDE, n.d.).
Organization of the Study
The study is presented in five chapters. Chapter I contains the introduction to the study,
statement of the problem, purpose of the study, research questions, assumptions of the study,
delimitations, and the definition of terms.
The review of the literature in Chapter II provides an overview of the attrition and
retention rates of special education teachers, factors leading to attrition, factors leading to
retention, the principal’s role, practices principals use to support teacher job satisfaction, and
principal training related to special education.
Chapter III describes the mixed methods study, including IRB approval, methodology,
participants, instruments for data collection and analysis, research design, procedures, and
timeline.
Chapter IV presents an analysis of the data from principal and special education teacher
ratings of key support practices principals use in supporting special education teachers. The
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principal survey also included questions on training and professional development of special
education.
Chapter V provides a summary of the findings, the researchers conclusions based upon
the collected data, recommendations for future research, and recommendations for professional
practice.

22
Chapter II: Review of the Literature

The review of literature focuses on related literature pertaining to special education
teacher attrition and retention. The literature review contains four main sections: history of
teacher attrition and retention, factors contributing to attrition, factors contributing to retention,
and the principal’s role in special education. The first section reviews teacher attrition and
retention. The next section addresses factors leading to special education teachers leaving the
field with sub themes regarding non-certification or non-licensed staff, poor working conditions,
low motivation, and unclear expectations or lack of administrative support. The third section
involves factors leading to special education teachers staying in the field, including sub themes
of hiring highly qualified or experienced staff, positive working conditions, time provided for
peer support and collaboration, and administrative support. The fourth section reviews literature
pertaining to the school principal’s role, practices used by principals to support teacher job
satisfaction, and the level of training principal’s receive in special education.
Teacher Attrition and Retention
Special education teacher shortage has been a concern since the late 1970s with teachers
leaving the field within the first five years of employment (Ingersoll, 2001; Boe & Cook, 2006;
Dunn, 2010). In Minnesota, between 2009 and 2016, 31.9 percent of teachers left within the first
five years (Nolan, 2016; MN PELSB, 2017). Presently, a number of applicants apply for
positions that do not have the necessary credential to teach (MN PELSB, 2019). Despite the
number of applicants in Minnesota not holding a special education teaching license, during the
2017-2018 school year the following percentage of licensed special education teachers who did
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not use their special education licensure included: Emotional behavior disorders (38.3%),
Learning disabilities (42.3%), Autism spectrum disorders (44.9%), Physical and health
disabilities (46%), Deaf or hard of hearing (19.4%), Early childhood special education (20.1%),
developmental disabilities (47.1%), Mild to moderate mentally handicap (63.5%), Moderate to
severe mentally handicap (66.7%), and academic and behavior strategist (10%) (MN PELSB,
2019).
Minnesota Department of Education predicts special education positions and staff with
multiple licensure areas as the most difficult to hire with almost 100 positions left unfilled. In
2016, the department identified autism spectrum disorder (ASD), developmental disability (DD),
and emotional or behavioral disability (EBD) teaching positions among the most prevalent,
unfilled positions, with early childhood special education and specific learning disability (SLD)
teaching positions also having high vacancies. In the 2019 Biennial Minnesota Teacher Supply
and Demand, deaf and hard of hearing (DHH) and blind or visually impaired (B/VI) positions
were not filled because of lack of qualified applicants for the 2018-2019 school year. Many
EBD, ASD, DD, and academic and behavioral strategists (ABS) held Tier 2 licensures during the
2018-2019 school year. Hiring officials in Minnesota report competitive job markets and salary
as the largest barriers for retaining staff, with teacher support considered a low barrier. Hiring
officials report a limited number of applicants having the necessary credentials to teach in their
area (MDE Supply and Demand, 2017). According to the National Teacher and Principal Survey
from 2015-2016, 17.9 percent of teachers hold a job outside of the school with an average
supplemental income of $5,100.00 annually (Taie, Goldring, & Spiegelman, 2017). In
Minnesota, almost 20 percent of all teachers earn additional income through a second job (Boser,
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Straus, and the Center for American Progress, 2014). The findings from Boser, Straus, and the
Center for American Progress (2014) indicate teachers needing a supplemental or secondary
income to meet cost of living or other personal expenses.
Part of the dilemma, pointed out by Kelchtermans (2017), involves an unclear definition
of retention and attrition in the educational field. He indicates some teachers leave for the wrong
reasons and emphasizes not all teachers leaving the field is problematic. Schools do not want
unqualified staff in the school system due to the negative impacts it can have on student
achievement (Bright, 2011; Lemons, 2013; Kelchtermans, 2017). Often, educators leave the
profession for legitimate reasons such as retirement and relocation due to spousal career changes
(Kelchtermans, 2017).
Boe and Cook (2006) reviewed and analyzed data from the 1999-2000 Public School
Teacher Questionnaire (PSTQ), from the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES)
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS). Boe and Cook found approximately 32 percent of
beginning general education teachers and 44.4 percent of beginning special education teachers
are non-certified to teach. Within special education, 9 percent did not hold a teaching license or
have related experience. The special education teacher shortage almost doubled from 7.4 percent
to 12.2 percent from the 1993-1994 school year to the 2001-2002 school year. The number of
open teaching positions also doubled during this time period. Transitional special education
teachers, those who have worked as a special educator previously without a special education
license, are more likely to obtain licensure with 23 percent continuing to not hold a full teaching
license (Boe & Cook, 2006). Boe and Cook recommend finding ways to increase the supply of
fully certified or licensed special education teachers rather than working with partially certified

25
teachers who are much less likely to stay in the field. Helms Lorenz (2016) suggests waiting to
give licensure to beginning teachers until the teachers have shown development and
effectiveness of skills including behavior management.
Contrary to Boe and Cook (2006), several studies recommend hiring locally or to develop
talent within the organization, such as paraeducators, who are more likely to stay (Cegelka and
Alvarado, 2000; McClure and Reeves, 2004; and Helms Lorenz, 2016). The Educator Policy
Innovation Center (EPIC, 2015), also recommends a grow your own model. Paraprofessionals
already live in the community and understand the culture of the school, increasing their
likelihood to stay (EPIC, 2015). One study found no difference between levels of training or
education to determine whether a certified, partially certified, or non-certified special education
teacher would remain in the field (Dunn, 2010).
Between 1987 and 1988, ten to eleven percent of special education teachers were partly
certified (Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, and Barkanic, 1998) with continued trends of partially certified
special education teachers between 1999 and 2000 (Carlson et al., 2002). Less than 10 percent of
partially certified general education teachers or special education teachers continue after their
first year and between 30 to 40 percent of partially certified staff become hired each year (Boe &
Cook, 2006). This means each year, additional, under qualified teachers enter the field despite
reforms such as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2002), which requires fully certified
teachers. Further, previous studies have shown support for the retention of fully certified staff
compared to partially or uncertified staff (Boe & Cook, 2006; Helms Lorenz, 2016).
Currently in Minnesota, to help alleviate caseload management, a state statute specifies
the number of students a case manager can have with the number of paraprofessionals staffed
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(MN Statute 3525.2340). If students are in the general education setting more than 40 percent of
the time, districts are expected to develop a board-approved policy for determining workload
limits for special education staff. Factors to consider include: “student contact minutes,
evaluation and revaluation time, indirect minutes, individualized education plans managed, travel
time, and other services required in the IEPs of eligible students'' (MN Statute 3525.2340).
Districts can access a workload formula to address the requirements of special education teacher
caseloads in the Workload Considerations for Effective Special Education manual.
As part of former President Obama’s Every Student Success Act (ESSA), K-12 federal
education law, each state needed to develop systems and policies providing continuous and
equitable improvement for students, staff, and administrators (Minnesota Department of
Education, 2018). ESSA includes recommended efforts in reducing the teacher shortage and
finding ways to keep current teachers in the field. The Minnesota’s Consolidated State Plan
Under the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), clarifies districts can use funds currently in place
for the Alternative Teacher Professional Pay System (ATPPS) to address teacher shortages (pp.
8-9). As of July 1, 2018, Minnesota implemented a tiered licensure system in an effort to reverse
the teacher shortage (Education Minnesota, 2017). The tiered system involves four tiers with tier
1 allowing an individual to teach with a bachelor’s degree for all subjects, except career and
technical education (CTE) or career pathways (CP). Alternatively, at a tier 1, they can hold an
AA degree, a professional certification, or have five years of relevant work experience.
Teacher’s hired at tier 1 receive a one-year license that are renewable three times, with special
conditions where they can renew longer. At tier 2, someone with a bachelor’s degree can also
work in all subject areas except CTE or CP while in a teacher preparation program, or have a
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master’s degree, or two of the following: completed teacher preparation program, eight upperdivision credits in subject area, training in subject-specific teaching methods, passing scores on
state tests in subject area, or two or more years of experience teaching in subject area. Tier 3
requires a bachelor’s degree, passing scores in the relevant content area, and one of the following
conditions: completion of a Minnesota approved teacher preparation program, completion of an
out of state program that meets Minnesota requirements, portfolio in field area, three years
experience at Tier 2 without placement on an improvement plan, or a license from out of state
with two years experience and in good standing. Fully licensed teachers are placed at tier 4 with
a bachelor’s degree, completed preparation program, passing scores in content area exams,
passing scores on board-approved skills exam, three years teaching experience in Minnesota, and
most recent summative evaluation not resulting in an improvement plan.
Newly entering teachers have an idealistic belief or vision before entering the field
(Kreider, 2014; Andrews & Brown, 2015; Gavish, 2017). Individuals who choose a career in
education have an interest in working with children and become stunned discovering job
demands and expectations (Andrews & Brown, 2015; Gavish, 2017). Pre-service teachers are
aware of paperwork; however, they are surprised they do not work more closely with
administration or engage in team teaching (Kreider, 2014).
Special education teachers employed for a longer period of time are more likely to have
job dissatisfaction (Gu, 2016). This dissatisfaction may contribute to the increase in special
education teacher attrition during their 6th through 10th year of teaching (Dunn, 2010). Known
contributors to teachers leaving the field include: physical and mental demands of the job over
time with few changes in the work environment, lack of available resources, level of support
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from administration, and amount of and continued changes with paperwork (Nance & Calabrese,
2009; Boedekker, 2010; Horrison-Collier, 2013; Mehrenberg, 2013; Anderson, 2017; Bettini et
al., 2017; Koonkongsatian, 2017; Gee & Consier-Gerdin, 2018). Hiring fewer educated
employees into the educational system increases job demands on building administrators and
principals (Lynch, 2012). High turn-over rates impact student academic progress and require
more time training teachers the framework for teaching in their discipline (Lemons, 2013;
Kelchtermans, 2017).
Factors Leading to Attrition
A review of literature revealed that historically there are common themes of general and
special education teachers leaving the field. These themes include: working conditions, level of
support, unclear expectations, amount of training, type of training, level of satisfaction, and
compensation (Guarino, Santibañez, & Daley, 2006; Nance & Calabrese, 2009; Boedekker,
2010; Horrison-Collier, 2013; Mehrenberg, 2013; Anderson, 2017; Bettini et al., 2017;
Koonkongsatian, 2017; Gee & Consier-Gerdin, 2018). A meta-analysis identified higher attrition
rates in individuals not holding a teaching degree and young, white, married females who have a
child (Borman & Dowling, 2008). Higher attrition rates involve schools with minimal
collaboration or resources, higher poverty rates, low achievement, and few instructional
resources with low income but high per pupil spending (Borman & Dowling, 2008; Mehrenberg,
2013; Gee & Gonsier-Gerdin, 2018).
Pre-service or potential career teachers have an unrealistic view of job demands before
entering the field, leaving them frustrated when these idealistic perceptions do not occur
(Kreider, 2014; Gavish, 2017). Additionally, beginning special education teachers inconsistently
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use the Individualized Education Plan (IEP) as a tool to improve student outcomes or growth
(Mehrenberg, 2013).
The review of literature revealed how the job role of a special education teacher has
many unique demands and stressors. It has also shown school administrators possess the
authority to adjust and manage some of the demands placed on special education teachers to help
reduce stress and increase retention rates. The following four sub themes further describe factors
leading to special education teacher attrition.
Lack of Experience/Non-certified
Fully certified teachers are more effective than partially or non-certified special education
teachers in planning, delivering instruction, and establishing a positive classroom climate
(Nougaret, Scruggs, & Mastropieri, 2005). High poverty districts are twice as likely to have
special education teachers who completed an alternative or nontraditional program compared to
low poverty districts (Mason-Williams, 2015).
Career switchers, defined as staff hired without a teaching background, are significantly
less effective in improving math performance in elementary and middle school (Boyd et al.,
2011). However, career switchers are more effective than a teacher without prior experience.
Surprisingly, teachers with significant work experience and career switchers are more likely to
work in a low socioeconomic status or culturally diverse school compared to individuals with no
prior experience in teaching (Boyd et al., 2011). Despite differences in outcomes and settings,
both groups are equally as likely to leave their position after the first year (Boyd et al., 2011).
Generally, beginning career teachers leave teaching at a higher rate and many other
teachers leave the field after 6-10 years of experience (Dunn, 2010). Level of training and
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diversity of student populations does not predict teachers exiting the field (Dunn, 2010; Boyd et
al., 2011). However, teachers who maintain the same teaching assignment are more likely to
remain in the field (Dunn, 2010).
Sindelar, Brownell, and Billingsley (2010) point out special education teacher preparation
programs not preparing special education teachers. Special education preparation programs need
to identify the essential skills beginning special education teachers need and then add this to their
training program. Special education teachers provided with a structured experience, prior to
teaching, through internships or field experiences, are more likely to stay in the field (Connelly
& Graham, 2009). However, experiences less beneficial or meaningful become a barrier to a
novice teacher’s development (Griffin, Jones, & Kilgore, 2006). McElwee, Regan, Baker, and
Weiss (2018) also highlight the relevance of teacher training with regard to their experience and
use of skills learned in college preparation programs. Recommendations from the Council for the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP, 2013) suggest quality experiences for beginning
teachers to include the ability to observe sufficient modeling and gain experiences to inform their
practices with educational and behavioral supports. Brownell, Ross, Colon, and McCallum
(2005) recommend integrating training during practice and experience while being closely
monitored and collaborating with faculty for increasing skill development, especially addressing
student diversity.
In Promises to Keep: Transforming Educator Preparation to Better Serve a Diverse
Range of Learner, the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) (2015) recommend
teacher candidates to demonstrate their “professional judgement, mindset, and ability to:
1. Provide high-quality core content instruction
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2. Understand a Universal Design for Learning framework
3. Identify the essential components of differentiated instruction
4. Implement accommodations and use technology successfully
5. Collect and use data to monitor student progress and identify needs for evidence-based
instructional practices and intensive interventions and support, and
6. Coordinate and collaborate with other educational personnel to align and integrate
intensive supports where necessary” (p. 11)
In Smart Solutions to Minnesota’s Teacher Shortage, recommendations for quality
teacher preparation highlighted concerns with alternative teacher preparation “[p]rograms that
offer substantial shortcuts around fundamental components of teacher preparation, such as
methodology, pedagogy, and student teaching might get more teachers in the doors of
classrooms, but in too many cases, this is their only aim.” (2016, p. 13). These teaching staff are
often hired short-term and placed in lower poverty, high need districts (Darling-Hammond &
Sykes, 2003). Because these staff do not stay in the field, and have limited experience, the
achievement gap continues to remain stagnant and does not close for minority students.
Hiring quality staff can be burdensome on a district; however, less certified staff are
available (Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003). Low poverty districts have more difficulty in
hiring quality staff. Districts need to identify alternative methods to recruit and retain quality
staff (Darling- Hammond & Sykes, 2003). Minnesota’s tiered licensure system helps support the
hiring and recruitment process with alternative methods for obtaining full licensure (Education
Minnesota, 2017).
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Poor Working Conditions
In an educational or employment setting, work related conditions “refers to the working
environment and all existing circumstances affecting labor in the workplace, including job hours,
physical aspects, legal rights, and responsibilities'' (USLegal, n.d.). For special education
teachers, these working conditions include: the amount of time provided within the workday to
complete paperwork, setting up and attend meetings, completing assessments, preparing
curriculum, managing paraeducators, managing caseloads, and collaborating with other teaching
staff and administration (WestEd, 2004).
A condition of poor working conditions may include: incomplete paperwork, shortage of
resources, absence of curriculum, little expectation in student academic growth, separation from
the general education environment, and limited support from administration (Albrecht, 2009; and
Bettini et al., 2020). Special education teachers and administrators indicate working conditions
as the most influential factor in determining a special education teacher’s likelihood to leave
(Billingsley et al., 1995; Brownell, Smith, McNellis, & Miller, 1997; Kaufhold, Alverez, &
Arnold 2006; Kelly, 2004; Nance & Calabrese, 2009; Boddeker, 2010; Imhoff, 2012; HorrisonCollier, 2013; Anderson, 2017; Bettini et al., 2017; Koonkongsatian, 2017, and Bettini et al.,
2020). Workload manageability predicts emotional exhaustion in general and special education
teachers (Bettini et al., 2017; and Bettini et al., 2020). Approximately 30 percent of young or
inexperienced special education teachers rate their workload less manageable compared to
general education teachers and express negative emotional reactions from managing challenging
behavior of special education students (Hastings & Brown, 2002; Fall & Billingsley, 2011;
Bettini et al., 2017; Koongongsatian, 2017; Hopman et. al., 2018; and McKenna et al., 2020).
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Beginning career and high poverty district special education teachers become
overwhelmed trying to balance high caseloads of students with significantly different cultural
backgrounds, needs, and ability levels (Fall & Billingsley, 2011; Sheldrake, 2013). Teachers in
high poverty districts also perceive less principal support and collegial support than teachers in
low poverty districts (Fall & Billingsley, 2011).
Between 39 and 49 percent of teachers in high and low poverty districts report routine
duties and paperwork interfere with teaching (Fall & Billingsley, 2011). Special education
teachers have conflict with the relevance of evaluation and IEP paperwork to teaching and
meeting the needs of students in special education (Nance & Calabrese, 2009). Likewise, special
educators are at a loss in their attempt to include special education students in the general
education setting (Gehrke & Murri, 2006; Kreider, 2014; Gavish, 2017). When allowed to
collaborate with general education teachers, students in special education are more likely to
become included in the general education setting (Gee & Gonsier-Gerdin, 2018). The Council of
Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) (2015) identify special education teachers “as a source of
expertise and innovation in moving toward personalized and competency-based instruction for
all learners” (p. 6). At this time, the CCSSO (2015) view special education teachers as primarily
focused on compliance and accountability practices rather than as a collaborator and leader to
support all learners across core instruction.
Beginning special education teachers are more isolated from other staff and provided less
time for instructional development (Bettini, Jones, Brownell, Conroy, and Leite, 2018). Special
education teachers are more likely to receive informal help from colleagues than formal
mentoring (Fall & Billingsley, 2011). Special education teachers who work with a mentor often
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spend time on compliance and due process paperwork compared to other aspects of the position
(Bettini et al., 2018). Mentors for special education teachers are often outside of the building and
do not have a similar caseload or teaching experience (Bettini et al., 2018). More recently in
Minnesota, colleges have difficulty placing student teachers because licensed teachers are unable
to provide quality mentorships due to work demands (McGuire, 2015).
Many special education teachers reveal not having enough time to complete tasks outside
of teaching. This includes meetings, writing goals or IEPs, assessment, and preparing lessons
(Borman & Dowling, 2008; Mehrenberg, 2013; Gee & Gonsier-Gerdin, 2018). Special education
teachers work an additional 9.3 days per month compared to general education teachers based on
a 7-hour work day (Imhoff, 2012) which is up from 5.7 additional days per month (SPeNSE,
2003). Further, preparation time is unequal with many secondary staff receiving two hours of
preparation per day compared to elementary staff receiving two hours per week (Imhoff, 2012).
Teachers in high poverty districts also reported being less involved in decisions made in
their district (Fall & Billingsley, 2011). Nance and Calabrese (2009), suggests involving tenured
special education teachers in decision-making that affects them, as they may have insight to help
increase job satisfaction and retention. In a survey, administrators and teachers, aware of timeline
compliance and IEP paperwork, recommend reducing special education caseload numbers and
providing more time to instruct students (Sheldrake, 2013).
Special education teachers have a unique role in working with a variety of ages, grade
levels, and disability types (Billingsley et al., 2004; Dunn, 2010). Districts can vary in their
structure of special education teacher support based on the special education student population
and funds available. Special education teachers are often on a regular teacher contract and
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provided a preparation hour. Their job duties, however, require due process timelines for IEPs
and evaluations, which are in addition to working directly with students. Special education
teachers must know all other disciplines for academic, social, emotional, and behavioral needs
across developmental level and grade level (WestEd, 2004). Bettini et al. (2020) found special
education teachers having more intent to stay when managing a homogenous caseload (e.g.,
students with similar academic or social and emotional needs). Districts and administrators have
the possibility to adjust or support the work conditions to reduce some of the negative effects on
special education teachers.
As mentioned previously, many teachers require a supplementary income to make ends
meet (Taie, Goldring, & Spiegelman, 2017). Individuals who choose not to explore education as
a profession often cite pay and low respect as reasons to go elsewhere (Guarino, Santibañez, &
Daley, 2006; EPIC, 2016). In a study by the American Federation of Teachers (AFT, 2015), of
30,000 teachers across the U.S surveyed, 89 percent indicated enthusiasm at the beginning of
their careers, but only 15 percent continued to have enthusiasm over the course of their career.
About 80 percent rated feelings of disrespect by elected officials and almost one-third rated low
feelings of respect within their community. Low pay, loss of enthusiasm, and lack of respect can
explain why Minnesota’s teacher enrollment dropped by as much as half over the past decade
(Minnesota Department of Education, 2015).
Boser, Straus, and the Center for American Progress (2014) highlighted across the United
States low teacher salaries in many states for mid- and late- career teachers to the point that
teachers with 10 years or more experience, and considered primary source for family income,
qualify for federally funded programs for families needing financial support. Data provided
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shows Minnesota matches the United States average with 20 percent of teaching staff working a
second job for a supplementary income (MDE Supply and Demand, 2017).
More recently, in southwest Minnesota, general and special education teachers indicate
lack of support and salary as the highest concerns in determining to leave the field (Fenske,
2017). Lopez (2018) “found teachers… dissatisfied with pay, promotion, and operating
conditions; had low levels of self-efficacy with student engagement; and had perceived low
collective efficacy with teachers supporting students outside of the school environment” (p. 73).
Teachers desired having support from administrators to help fix these barriers.
Low Motivation
Although previous studies (Billingsley, 2007; Major, 2012; Sheldrake, 2013) indicate low
motivation as a factor for special education teachers leaving the field, Voris (2011) and Hawks
(2016), provide research suggesting motivation does not predict special education teachers
leaving the field. Voris (2011) found traditional and alternative certified teachers equally
satisfied with their special educator roles. Further, job satisfaction predicts teacher retention with
motivation; caseloads do not predict the retention of teachers. In a similar study, Hawks (2016)
results did not support motivation as a predictive factor in teacher retention; however, job
satisfaction predicts retention of special education teachers. Presently, Minnesota has a statute to
address caseload and workloads to help support the balance of number of students, service time,
and paperwork (MN Statute 3525.2340). However, each district must determine caseload in their
policy for pupils receiving 60 percent or less direct services of their instructional day based on
their IEP plan (MN Statute 3525.2340).
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Kelchtermans (2017) identified special education teachers wanting to feel valued or
fulfilled by additional job duties. Special education teachers want the community or building to
identify special education teacher expertise. Roderick and Jung (2012) found special education
teachers more likely to remain in their field if provided emotional support by principals.
“Emotional support is the way that a principal openly communicates, shows appreciation, and
takes an interest in the teacher’s work and ideas” (Roderick & Jung, 2012, p. 5). Fiumara (2016)
found staff are intrinsically and extrinsically motivated differently or uniquely and require
support based on their individual motivators. Kelchterman (2017), Roderick and Jung (2012),
and Fiumara (2016) are comparative to The 5 Languages of Appreciation in the Workplace:
Empowering Organizations by Encouraging People (Chapman & White, 2012). Chapman and
White (2012), through research and working with organizations, has defined and outlined work
appreciation through the following five languages:
1. Words of Affirmation
2. Quality Time
3. Acts of Service
4. Tangible Gifts; and
5. Physical Touch.
Based on these five types of appreciation, each individual has a primary and secondary
language. Chapman and White (2012) imply the beneficial use by employees, regardless of their
work relationship or placement on an organization chart. In the educational setting, tangible gifts
are not feasible, therefore employers would need to rely on the secondary appreciation language
(Chapman & White, 2012).

38
The Invisible Employee, reviewed relevant research behind the importance of recognition
in productivity, satisfaction, and retention of staff. Gostick and Elton (2006), authors of The
Invisible Employee, have a SET, SEE, CELEBRATE model in which managers or leaders
provide clear expectations (SET), observe or listen to employees (SEE), and provide
individualized, meaningful recognition (CELEBRATE). Within the SEE step, spending as little
as 30 minutes a day to observe and ask questions, while keeping notes on each staff to reference
later for meaningful feedback can be highly beneficial in the long-run (pp. 60-61). Generalized
praise is not effective to the masses and loses sincerity or meaning (p. 79). Buckingham and
Coffman (1999) found providing recognition once every seven days beneficial.
Depending on past practice or the current culture, previous or higher leadership may
encourage consciously or unconsciously for new leadership or managers how recognition comes
every two weeks with a paycheck (Gostick & Elton, 2006, p. 49). It is up to the present leader to
determine their need for training in recognition before developing a recognition culture (p. 134).
Unclear Expectations/Lack of Support
As previously mentioned, special education teachers report lack of administrative support
and unclear expectations as reasons to leave the field. Teachers feel devalued and alone,
especially if they are the only special educator in a smaller district (Bettini et al., 2018). Special
education teachers desire administrative support with caseload or workload management
(Horrison-Collier, 2013; and Fenski, 2017). Special education teachers want feedback about their
teaching, to interact frequently with administration, help problem solving, and to be recognized
and appreciated by principals (Weiss, 2001). Special education teachers want to do more
teaching but are unable to because of the rise in special education populations and diversity of
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caseloads, job related responsibilities, and lack of resources to support student achievement (Fall
& Billingsley, 2011; Sheldrake, 2013).
Some rural special education teachers are required to manage behavior or improve
academic performance but based on their lack of experience, or access to resources, are unaware
of how to meet these demands. Special education teachers may perceive lack of support from
administrators not following through with disciplinary actions based on a student’s
individualized education plan (IEP) (Weiss, 2001).
Older special education teachers believe their principal does not care about their concerns
regarding collaboration, respect, trust, and feedback (Weiss, 2001). Often the best people leave
first, not due to pay; but due to leadership or management style (Gostick & Elton, 2006). Special
education teachers want principals to hear and support them, empathize with them about the
paraeducator shortage, student behavior support, materials, and teaching assignments (Weiss,
2001; Nance & Calabrese, 2009). Special education interns report feeling more support from
college professors or intern supervisors and very low support from school districts or student
families (Lee, Patterson, & Vega, 2011). However, compared to long term staff, interns indicate
more support from building administrators (Lee, Patterson, & Vega, 2011). Pre-service teachers
are also aware of paperwork and are surprised to not work more closely with administration or
engage in team teaching (Kreider, 2014).
Although administrators believe they are supporting special education staff, what they
perceive as needs for special education teachers does not necessarily reflect what special
education teachers indicate (Boeddeker, 2010). Special education teachers receive informal
support from colleagues and are less likely to receive formal mentoring (Fall and Billingsley,
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2011). School or system-wide professional development has the least impact on special
education teacher attrition (Horrison-Collier, 2013).
Each special education teaching position is unique and requires evaluating the positions
based on how the year started, how it compares to the end of the school year, and goals to
accomplish in the next school year (Gee & Gonsier-Gerdin, 2018). In Minnesota, tier 1 licensed
teachers need a bachelor’s degree, but not necessarily in education, and the application is
reviewed by a licensing board before approval (PELSB, 2019).
Based on the literature review, special education teachers and building administrators
demonstrate different viewpoints on job expectations and support. The disconnect between
viewpoints demonstrates a need for further investigation into the needs for special education
teachers and support provided by school principals.
Special education teachers need continued help and support. Administrators and
educational leaders are encouraged to provide mentors, professional development, and induction
programs to increase teacher confidence and competence with paperwork. This includes
developing an understanding and use of IEP’s for program planning, instruction, and assessment
(Mehrenberg, 2013). Staff who stay in the same position are more likely to stay in the field
longer and produce better academic outcomes. Although there are factors that cannot be
controlled, within the school setting, administrators and district-wide efforts can be made to
better support special education staff and increase their job satisfaction to improve retention
rates.
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Factors Leading to Retention
Special education teachers commonly report workload, lack of support from
administrators, lack of collaboration with peers, lack of mentorship, lack of materials, and
compensation, as common factors leading to attrition (Fore III, Martin, & Bender, 2002; Webb,
2007; Feng, 2018). Reasons special educators stay often involve support from administrators,
culture or work environment, collaboration and connectedness with peers, mentorship or
induction programs, and their level of knowledge or competence in their area of expertise
(Gehrke & Murri, 2006; Guarino, Santibañez, & Daley, 2006; Vittek, 2015; Bettini et al., 2018).
Special education teachers report a need for recognition, clear expectations from
administration including feedback from classroom observations to help improve their instruction,
and support from administration with disciplinary decisions (Benjamin & Black, 2012).
Bettini, Jones, Brownell, Conroy, and Leite (2018) recommend following the
conservation of resources (COR) theory for workload manageability and resources. The COR
theory indicates employees have resources such as time or materials that help them meet the
demands of their position (Alarcon, 2011). Districts can either reduce workload or provide
additional resources to meet the needs of novice or new staff. However, the cost of materials may
cause a high burden on district funds, in which Bettini et al. (2018) recommends providing time
for collegial support and mentorship in developing novice teacher skills. Administrators have
control with designing and implementing effective induction programs but often forget to include
or meet the unique needs of special education teachers in these programs (Vittek, 2015).
The following are sub themes of influential factors supporting special education teacher
retention.
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Highly Qualified/Certified
Beginning in 2001, the federal law mandated highly qualified teachers in all schools
through the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2002). Within the NCLB act, a highly qualified
teacher “must have: 1) a bachelor’s degree, 2) full state certification or licensure, and 3) prove
that they know each subject they teach” (U.S. Department of Education, 2005). Although NCLB
states “[s]pecial education teachers who do not directly instruct students in core academic
subjects or who provide only consultation to highly qualified teachers in adapting curricula,
using behavior supports and interventions or selecting appropriate accommodations, do not need
to demonstrate subject-matter competency in those subject areas,” under the Individuals with
Disabilities Educational Improvement Act (IDEIA), special education teachers are highly
qualified if they have received state certification or licensure, did not have their certification or
licensure waived, and hold at least a bachelor’s degree (U.S. Department of Education, 2005).
More recently, under the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), educators employed in schools by
Title I funds must meet state certification requirements, which no longer requires a certified
teacher to be highly qualified. In addition, states are required to notify parents of educator
qualifications and develop plans to address disparities in low-income or high-poverty districts.
Teachers report training programs do not align programming to rural settings and do not
give a realistic expectation or prepare them for teaching in a rural setting (Cegelka & Alvarado,
2000). Through a co-teaching model with local special administration collaborating with a
college to help teach or co-teach courses in the evenings in a local rural facility, retention rates
went up 85 percent after 7 years (Cegelka & Alvarado, 2000). This model ties together local or
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rural expectations with special education and ensure quality training through an accredited
college.
Less experienced teachers have more underachieving students as well as work in lower
socio-economic status areas (Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2007). This infers rural areas with low
socioeconomic status have more difficulty closing the achievement gap (Clotfelter, Ladd, &
Vigdor, 2007).
Research is mixed in determining the level of certification or training prior to hire. Some
suggest hiring less qualified teachers over hiring teachers who have a general education degree
(Boe, Shin, & Cook, 2007). National data indicate general education licensed teachers are more
likely to leave a special education position to return to their licensed area (Boe, Shin & Cook,
2007). One way of growing your own teachers involves hiring within the community, such as
paraprofessionals, through a build your own program and supporting them with coaches or
mentors (Cegelka & Alvarado, 2000).
Others recommend hiring older staff with a master’s level degree or above (Fore III,
Martin, & Bender, 2002; Cancio, Albrecht, & Johns, 2014; Conley & You, 2017). Older teaching
staff are less likely to switch careers and not have familial impacts such as family planning and
taking care of young children.
Another finding showed no significant impacts among the level of training and likelihood
of teachers leaving the field; finding teachers with no training stayed at the same rate as teachers
who had higher levels of training (Dunn, 2010). In the Netherlands, it is recommended to have
teachers licensed or certified before full-time hire but not give full certification until teachers
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have shown development and effectiveness of skills, including behavior management (Helms
Lorenz, 2016).
As part of the training process, Conroy (2014) recommends pre-service special education
teachers engage in reflective action research whereby the teacher identifies data collection
methods, monitors progress, and interprets the influence of their intervention to determine
teacher effectiveness. A major concern for future consideration of the teachers in the study
involved the amount of work needed per individual student on a typical caseload compared to a
practicum assignment.
Positive Working Conditions
Fore III, Martin, and Bender (2002) recommend supporting beginning teachers with less
job demands such as smaller caseloads and support through mentorship. In 2016, Helms Lorenz
continues to support the recommendation of reducing workload or caseload demands on newly
hired teachers and to match the level of expectations to their experience. As teachers develop
their skills, they are proportionately given more job-related duties and expectations.
Thornton, Peltier, & Medinia (2007) note “positive working conditions to include providing
access to materials, reasonable caseloads, and time for meetings, as well as professional
supports, such as mentoring and staff development.” Positive working conditions can also
include “skilled and supportive principals, opportunities to learn and improve skills, and strong
collegial environments” (Levin, 2008, p. 224).
Special education teachers want to work with other staff, have time for mentoring, and
competitive pay (Malloy & Allen, 2007; Horrison-Collier, 2013). Staff also need curriculum
resources, need to know who to contact for resources and support, such as a social worker or
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school psychologist, for necessary social-emotional or other educational support, and support or
guidance when working with paraprofessional staff (Cancio, Albrecht, & Johns, 2014). Special
education teachers also need training or support in working with paraprofessional staff and time
to work with paraprofessionals to develop student and paraprofessional schedules (Gehrke &
Murri, 2006). By providing time to work with others, and become organized or efficient in the
process, teachers feel more supported and at ease in their job role.
Feng and Sass (2018) discovered special education staff more likely to stay in the field
given a substantial pay incentive (e.g., $2,500.00 per year) with direct pay versus a refund or a
repayment program. “Nearly all of the nation’s salary schedules reward seniority over
performance” (Reform Support Network, 2015). Almost half of the teachers in Hillborough,
Florida indicated a desire to leave a high-poverty district if not given an increase in pay (Lemke,
Thomsen, Wayne, & Birman, 2012).
Collaboration/Peer Support
Cancio, Albrecht, and Johns (2014) encourage pairing mentorship programs with
historically effective ongoing professional development (Gersten, Keating, Yovanoff, & Harniss,
2001; Webb, 2007; Correa & Wagner, 2011). Mentors should have knowledge about special
education and policy, provide flexible and frequent support, work in close proximity, and
provide nonjudgmental or evaluative feedback after observations (Webb, 2007; Leko & Smith,
2010; Hill, 2017). In rural or low incident areas, online networking or mentorship support could
meet the needs if in-person mentorships are unable to occur (MacGlaughlin & Mertens, 2014).
Meaningful and engaged learning occurs through team teaching, peer evaluations, and reflective
conversations (Malloy & Allen, 2007).
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Cancio, Albrecht, and Johns (2014) discuss a triad model of support for special education
teacher support from Van Acker (2009) that provides feedback to special education teachers, in
particular Emotional or Behavioral Disability (EBD) licensed teachers. The triad model involves
two peers observing the novice or new special education teacher once every three weeks
providing two positives and two areas that need improvement with suggestions and then
allowing the new special education teacher to observe others. This allows continuous growth,
feedback, and support for new special education teachers to build their confidence and likelihood
to stay in their position. If a model cannot be done, Helms Lorenz (2016) suggests having highly
skilled teacher mentors provide feedback to less qualified or novice teachers. Additionally, Lee,
Patterson, and Vega (2011) recommend districts provide more opportunities, such as through the
use of substitutes, for new teachers to observe model classrooms and teachers to help improve
their practice and increase their self-efficacy.
Additional support is needed for traditional and alternative licensed special education
teachers with alternative licensed teachers requiring support in more areas (Tillman, 2011). All
novice teachers require support with classroom management, collaboration, technology, and
school-wide procedures with alternative licensed teachers also needing support with discipline,
documentation, feedback, and observation (p. 58).
Administration Support
Special education teachers want to receive support, clear communication, and help in
reducing or supporting paperwork from administration (Horrison-Collier, 2013; Conley & You,
2017; Kelchtermans, 2017; Koonkongsatian, 2017; Bettini et al., 2020; McKenna et al., 2020).
Special education teachers also want supportive administrators to allow staff in on decision
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making, to trust staff to make sound decisions, enforce appropriate discipline, and appreciate and
value them (Prather-Jones, 2011; Benjamin & Black, 2012; Cancio, Albrecht, and Johns, 2014).
The CCSSO (2015) suggests all school leaders to “have an ability to advocate for and adhere to
the legal requirements for disability determination and education of students with disabilities” as
part of their knowledge base (p. 10).
Currently, support comes from a special education director, related service providers,
other special education teachers, and shared responsibility across special education and general
education settings (Berry, 2012). Due to the nature of rural settings, special education teachers
do not always get support from other special education teachers with some (less than 10 percent)
teachers desiring access to special education team meetings, grade level team meetings, and
online contacts to collaborate and work with other staff to support and feel supported.
Effective principals have a high degree of competency with special education, including
direct contact and ownership for special education students, serve as an instructional leader, and
help collaborate with families (Mitchell, 2011). Following laws and regulations, principals also
hold all teachers and staff accountable for meeting the needs of all students (Loiacono &
Valentini, 2010; McHatton et al., 2010; Thompson, 2017; and Lynch, 2012).
In the previous section, research identified administrative support important for special
education teacher job satisfaction and retention (Prather-Jones, 2011; Benjamin & Black, 2012;
Berry, 2012; Horrison-Collier, 2013; Cancio, Albrecht, and Johns, 2014; Conley & You, 2017;
Kelchtermans, 2017; Koonkongsatian, 2017). In the next section the principal role is discussed
with two sub themes. The two sub themes include principal practices used to support teacher job

48
satisfaction and training and professional development principals receive for supporting special
education teachers and programming.
The School Principal’s Role
In Minnesota, principals require experience and knowledge in 13 core areas and 3
principal specific competencies (MN Statute 3512.0510). Fullan (2014) notes principals needing
to balance between manager and lead learner in their positions. In Minnesota, secondary
principals report spending more time with managerial tasks compared to instructional leadership
(Lund, 2017). Minnesota secondary principals spend an average of 8.9 hours per week involved
in “meetings, district office meetings, committee meetings, parent meetings, IEP’s, noncurricular formal and informal meeting with staff” (Lund, 2017, p 84). Minnesota secondary
principals also spend an average of 6.58 hours per week on supervision duties (Lund, 2017, p
84). Lund (2017) recommends redistributing either the managerial duties or the instructional
leadership duties of secondary principals. Although not separated out specifically regarding
special education, Lund’s (2017) study shows secondary principals have a significant and
varying workload in Minnesota that provides limited time for special education teacher support.
Marzano, Waters, & McNulty (2005) found the following twenty-one principal
leadership responsibilities that correlate with student academic achievement, in rank order from
most correlated to least correlated:
1. Situational Awareness
2. Flexibility
3. Discipline
4. Outreach
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5. Monitoring/Evaluating
6. Culture
7. Order
8. Resources
9. Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment
10. Input
11. Change Agent
12. Focus
13. Contingent Rewards
14. Intellectual Stimulation
15. Communication
16. Ideals/Beliefs
17. Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment
18. Visibility
19. Optimizer
20. Affirmation
21. Relationships
In order to accomplish high student achievement in all students, principals need to
consider the job demands placed on special education teachers and how to develop an inclusive
culture while also prepared for conflicts and building a positive culture. When involved in
special education “[p]rincipals need the skills:
(a) to revise budgets and master schedules;

50
(b) to ensure special education teachers and general education teachers have time to meet,
plan, and teach together;
(c) to provide appropriate resources and training so all teachers are able to differentiate
instruction;
(d) to monitor the quality of IEPs, progress reports, and other assessments; and
(e) to manage special education teachers’ times to ensure their work is legally in compliance
(Billingsley, 2012; Billingsley, Carlson, & Klein, 2004)” (as cited in DeMatthews &
Edwards, 2014, p. 44).
Moreover, principals are often in charge of the hiring and firing of general and special
education teachers (Fullan, 2014). Fullan (2014) indicates principals should “hire teachers who
have at least four core qualities:
(1) high moral commitment relative to the learning of all students regardless of background,
(2) strong instructional practices,
(3) desire to work collaboratively, and
(4) commitment to continuous learning” (p. 74).
It is the responsibility of the principal, if these qualities are not in place, to develop and
support hired teachers through a collaborative culture with effective feedback in daily
interactions (Fullan, 2014).
Principal Practices Supporting Teacher Job Satisfaction
As leaders, principals’ model and engage the culture of the learning environment across
their buildings and districts. Principals employ leadership practices that support job satisfaction
among teaching staff. In Whitaker, Whitaker, and Lumpa’s (2009) book, Motivating and
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Inspiring Teachers: The Educational Leader’s Guide for Building Staff Morale, six main
categories provided ways for principals or educational leaders to build staff morale and improve
teacher job satisfaction. Those six main categories are:
1. The Role of the Leader
2. Communication
3. Supervision
4. Meetings
5. Special Is as Special Does
6. Focusing Outside the Staff to Affect Staff Morale
Likewise, Blase and Kirby (2009) recognized strategies that fell within the following
eight theme areas, as referenced in their book, Bringing Out the Best in Teachers: What Effective
Principals Do-Third Edition:
1. The Power of Praise
2. Influence by Expecting
3. Influencing by Involving
4. Influence by Granting Professional Autonomy
5. Leading by Standing Behind
6. Influence by Gentle Nudges
7. Influence by Positive Use of Formal Authority
8. Mirrors to the Possible
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Hahn (2013) analyzed and organized the information to develop seven core leadership
practices based on the underpinnings of Whitaker, Whitaker, and Lumpa (2009) and Blase and
Kirby (2009):
1. Shared Leadership
2. Professional Autonomy
3. Creating Staff Expectations
4. Leading by Standing Behind
5. Professional Role
6. Staff Acknowledgement/Recognition
7. Communication
These leadership practices are ways principals support job satisfaction among teaching
staff. Shared leadership involves principals including teachers and teacher expertise in decision
making. Professional autonomy is when the principal values and supports the expertise of
teaching staff and trusts them in their teaching methodology. Creating staff expectations provides
a system or culture that is consistent and allows staff to know expectations. Leading by standing
behind involves principals providing the resources, time, and familial or student discipline
support teachers need. The professional role of principals includes the visibility and strategies
used to encourage and lead staff. Staff acknowledgement or recognition practices include the
variety of ways principals praise and recognize the efforts of their teaching staff, both formally
and informally. Communication practices are the varying ways principals use genuine
communication interactions, including the use of non-verbal communication.
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Principal Training and Professional Development
Approximately 50 percent of principals report not receiving formal preparation of special
education services (Angelle & Bilton, 2009; McHatton, Boyer, Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010;
Christensen, Robertson, Williamson, & Hunter, 2013). Principals who have taken a course in
special education indicate being more confident in supporting special education services than
principals who have an internship only (Angelle & Bilton, 2009). Further, many principals share
concerns with managing IEP meetings because of their limited knowledge and understanding of
special education law and due process (McHatton, Boyer, Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010). School
leaders have the responsibility to build the capacity of special education teachers and ensure
special education teachers are prepared to implement programming and provide instruction
special education students require (Werts, Mamlin, & Pogoloff, 2002).
Principal preparation in special education typically includes embedded information in
other coursework or requires principals to obtain professional development to understand special
education (McHatton, Boyer, Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010; Christensen, Robertson, Williamson, &
Hunter, 2013). Principals require more training with understanding modifications and
accommodations for state testing and supporting general education teachers (McHatton, Boyer,
Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010; Christensen, Robertson, Williamson, & Hunter, 2013).
The lack of educational program training in regards to special education and special
education law in general administrative programs has significant impacts under the Individual’s
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (Pazey & Cole, 2012). The impetus for many court cases
is due to administrators who are not well versed in the complexities of special education such as
not taking the time to do manifestation determinations (Pazey & Cole, 2012). Manifest
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determinations identify if a behavior is due to a student’s disability before making disciplinary
decisions (Minnesota Department of Education, 2013). Further, parents of children in special
education are more empowered and effective advocates than they were in the past (Murray,
Handyside, Straka, & Arton-Titus, 2013). The cost of a case, if requiring a due process hearing,
is between $50,000 and $100,000 (Congressional Record, 2002). Additional financial
consequences can occur when due process is unmet, thus making it imperative for administrators
to mentor teachers, ensure paperwork compliance, monitor student achievement, and handle
legal issues effectively (Hallinger & Heck, 2010; Lynch, 2012; McHatton et al., 2010).
Principal’s need to continuously look to the future and adapt or change instructional services for
the changing needs of special education students (Angelle & Bilton, 2009; Hallinger & Heck,
2010; McHatton et al., 2010; Pazey & Cole, 2012).
Lynch (2012) recommended college programs to focus on the demands of the job and
various roles principals have, including in rural special education. Patterson, Marsh, and Bowlin
(2000) provide the following 6 content knowledge domains every principal should have:
1. “Principals must have a basic understanding of special education services, laws, and
regulations, court cases, and funding
2. Principals must understand district policies and their implications for the entire school
3. Principals must understand district norms regarding support/guidance of policy
implementation
4. Principals must participate in ongoing education regarding changes and trends in the field
of special education, particularly the multiple definitions of inclusion
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5. Principals must participate in ongoing education regarding leadership philosophy and
strategies that facilitate both site-based management and inclusive practices
6. If principals are to assume greater responsibility for special education programs in their
schools, district administrators responsible for special education must support them by
providing more direct communication and dissemination of accurate and current
information” (p. 18-19).
DeMatthews & Edwards (2014) indicate potential learning experiences for principals to
include:
(a) “attending due process complaint hearings
(b) interviewing a school district attorney who handles special education issues
(c) observing IEP meetings and then discussing them with the meeting’s chair
(d) conducting focus groups with special education teachers to better understand instructional
and behavioral challenges, or
(e) working with a school psychologist to better understand the IEP eligibility process,
assessment instruments, and how data should be used to drive decisions in the area of
special education” (p. 47).
Thompson (2017) provides four competencies schools require to support special
education programs:
1. Communicate effectively
2. Interpret laws and policies at the federal, state, and local levels
3. Decision making regarding students with disabilities based upon communication, trust,
and mutual respect
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4. Case management procedures so student receive appropriate services and resources
Principals need training in all areas associated with supporting the learning needs of
students, including expertise in curriculum, provide instructional materials and resources,
facilitate evidence-based intervention practices, and offer methods and strategies to support
teachers in meeting the needs of all students in their classrooms (Loiacono & Palumbo, 2011).
While maintaining training and providing support through positive working conditions,
collaboration, supporting least restrictive environment needs of students, and rewarding teachers
for their efforts, principals can continue to support the needs of the entire district (Prather-Jones,
2011). Effective principals work in teams, talk openly, problem solve, share ideas and resources
and understand their role on teams (Acker-Hocevar & Cruz-Janzen, 2008). This coincides with
teachers who choose to stay in the field based on the support by administrators, collaboration,
and culture of the school environment (Gehrke & Murri, 2006; Guarino, Santibañez, & Daley,
2006; Vittek, 2015; Bettini et al., 2018).
“The more knowledge that principals have of special education, the more they will
support the programs on their campus, and the more likely they will be to demonstrate leadership
behaviors that are perceived as supportive to special education teachers” (Roderick & Jung,
2012, p. 7). Principals have a need for continued education and training with supporting special
education teachers through professional development and understanding due processing
procedures (McHatton, Boyer, Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010; Correa & Wagner, 2011; Lynch, 2012;
Pazey & Cole, 2012; Christensen, Robertson, Williamson, & Hunter, 2013; Pazey, Gevarter,
Hamrick, & Rojeski, 2014; Nelson, 2018). Training positively impacts an administrator’s ability
to effectively lead special education within the school building (Thompson, 2017).

57
Summary
Trends in research have shown many special education teaching positions go unfilled and
a third of special education teachers leaving the field within their first five years of employment
(MN PELSB, 2017). Special education teachers indicate a need or desire for support from
principals; however, principals have a history of limited understanding or training in special
education (Weiss, 2001; McHatton, Boyer, Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010; Fall & Billingsley, 2011;
Lynch, 2012; Pazey & Cole, 2012; Christensen, Robertson, Williamson, & Hunter, 2013
Horrison-Collier, 2013; Mehrenberg, 2013; Sheldrake, 2013; Fenski, 2017). Limited research
exists with regards to support special education teachers receive from their principals and the
impact support has on special education teacher job satisfaction.
Chapter III reviews the statement of the problem, purpose of the study, research
questions, participant selection, the human subject approval process, the survey instrument
design and analysis, and the timeline of the study.
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Chapter III: Methodology

Chapter I provided an introduction of the prevalence of special education teacher attrition
and retention rates. Chapter II provided a review of the literature and research related to specific
areas or impacts of special education teacher attrition and retention. Chapter II further explored
the role of the principal, leadership practices used to support teacher job satisfaction, and
principal training and professional development regarding special education services and
supervision. This chapter includes the methodology used for analyzing Minnesota principals and
special education teachers’ responses regarding principal practices used to support special
education teacher job satisfaction and principal special education training.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework is based on the works from Whitaker, Whitaker, and Lumpa
(2009), Blase and Kirby (2009), and Hahn (2013). Whitaker, Whitaker, and Lumpa (2009)
addressed six main categories with multiple strategies that help educational leaders build staff
morale and improve teacher job satisfaction in the school setting. Blase and Kirby (2009)
outlined eight areas regarding effective strategies principals use to impact job satisfaction in
teachers.
Hahn (2013) analyzed and found the following seven areas, based on prior reach (Blase
& Kirby, 2009; Whitaker, Whitaker, & Lumpa, 2009; and Hahn, 2013) as practices principals
engage in to support teacher job satisfaction. In this study, the practices will be specific to special
education teacher job satisfaction:
1. Shared Decision-Making
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2. Professional Autonomy
3. Creating Staff Expectations
4. Stand Behind and Support
5. Principal Practices/Professional Role
6. Recognition Practices
7. Communication
Statement of the Problem
Special education teaching positions in Minnesota continue to go unfilled, additionally,
32 percent leave the field within the first five years of employment (MN PELSB, 2017). Many
special education teaching positions go unfilled or filled by non-licensed personnel. Special
education teachers often do not perceive support from administrators (Weiss, 2001; Fall &
Billingsley, 2011; Horrison-Collier, 2013; Mehrenberg, 2013; Sheldrake, 2013; Fenski, 2017).
Currently, building principals are responsible for supporting general education and special
education staff and have a history of limited understanding or training of special education
(McHatton, Boyer, Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010; Lynch, 2012; Pazey & Cole, 2012; Christensen,
Robertson, Williamson, & Hunter, 2013). Building administrator leadership is known to impact
morale and job satisfaction in teachers (Blocker & Richardson, 1963).
Limited research exists of the practices principals use to support special education teacher
job satisfaction.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine the support special education teachers receive
from their principal and its relationship to special education teacher job satisfaction and
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retention. The study surveyed principals and special education teachers on the level of principal
support provided for special education programs and principal practices used for supporting
special education teacher job satisfaction. The study also identifies the confidence level of
principals in understanding special education and how principals are obtaining professional
development in special education. Information gathered will provide Minnesota principals to
expand their knowledge of special education, special education programming, and support of
special education teachers.
Research Questions
1. What do Minnesota special education teachers report as key support practices that
principals use that have the most impact on job satisfaction?
2. What do Minnesota principals report as key support practices utilized to develop and
improve special education teacher job satisfaction?
3. How do principals reported key support practices compare to special education teachers
reported key support practices?
4. How do Minnesota principals rate their level of confidence in supporting special
education teachers and programs?
5. Where do Minnesota principals obtain professional development with regards to special
education?
Hypothesis Statement
A research or alternative hypothesis statement written for question three tested the
differences using a t test of proportions.
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1. Is there a significant difference between how principals report key support practices
compared to special education teacher’s reported key support practices?
2. Null or operational hypothesis: There is no significant difference between how principals
report key support practices compared to special education teacher’s reported key support
practices.
Research Design
A mixed methods study through online survey questionnaires sent to 2019-2020
employed Minnesota special education teachers and school principals. A mixed methods study of
qualitative and quantitative research “provides greater breadth and depth” of the results (Roberts,
2010, p. 145). Quantitative research allows the researcher to examine a larger number of subjects
and simplify the findings to a broader population (Slavin, 2007). Qualitative research helps “to
give intricate details of the phenomena that are difficult to convey with quantitative methods
(Strauss and Corbin, 1990 as cited in Roberts, 2010). Qualitative data also provides “rich detail”
and through a mixed-methods, combines “what with a possible why” to the results (Roberts,
2010, p. 145).
Special education teachers completed an online survey questionnaire (Appendix E) of
key leadership practices principals use to support special education teachers leading to special
education teacher job satisfaction. Principals completed a separate online survey questionnaire
(Appendix F) of the same leadership practices principals use to support special education teacher
job satisfaction. Both survey questionnaires included a Likert response to the perceived job
satisfaction of special education teachers and an open-ended response to the one leadership
practice principals use that leads to job satisfaction in special education teachers. The principal
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survey also included additional Likert ratings of their level of confidence in preparation for
supervision of special education as well as their confidence in providing supports for special
education services. Finally, Minnesota principals indicated the type of professional development
practices employed regarding special education and programming.
Participants
The population for this study consists of 2019-2020 employed elementary and secondary
principals and 2019-2020 employed licensed special education teachers working in K-12
Minnesota public schools. A survey sent through Minnesota Elementary School Principals
Association (MESPA) and Minnesota Association of Secondary School Principals Association
(MASSP) to elementary and secondary school principal members across Minnesota school
districts. A second survey questionnaire sent to Minnesota Administrators of Special Education
(MASE), in which special education directors were guided to forward the survey to employed
special education teachers. As part of the survey, participants received a letter of consent
indicating their right to choose to participate in the study and the treatment and confidentiality of
their responses.
Human Subject Approval
The Institutional Review Board (IRB) training was completed on October 8, 2019
(Appendix C). The IRB training is required by the St. Cloud State University Instructional
Review Board on the conduct of a study involving human subjects. The research was proposed
on February 3, 2020 and the researcher received IRB approval on February 14, 2020 (Appendix
D). The study ensured the rights of all human subjects preserved during the course of the study
as outlined in each implied letters of consent for principal and special education teacher
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participants (Appendices E and F). Participation was completely voluntary with no penalty for
non-participation. There was no foreseen liability for participating in the surveys and the data
was kept confidential. Participant responses were not labeled with specific identifiers.
Instrument(s) for Data Collection and Analysis
The researcher developed surveys based on previously conducted studies by Hahn (2013)
and Demaret (2017). The survey instruments were based in part for special education teachers
and related job roles or supports specific to special education services. Hahn (2013) piloted her
“Leadership Practices” survey to a doctoral level cohort of district administrators and a district
administrative learning community (p. 52). She provided the teacher survey to thirty teaching
staff, ten at each level (e.g., elementary, middle, and high school) (p. 52). Each group provided
feedback and rewording of survey questions. Demaret (2017) developed his survey questions
based on his literature review with four faculty members at the University of Wyoming using
their expertise in education, supervision, research, and special education, to examine the
questions prior to IRB approval.
The special education teacher survey questionnaire employed in this study was piloted
with 10 special education teachers working in a Level IV Federal Setting in Minnesota to gain
feedback on the likelihood of special education teachers completing the survey and the relevance
to the research questions. The principal survey questionnaire was piloted with three
administrators with principal licensure and administrative experience, to gain feedback on the
likelihood of principals completing the survey and the relevance to research questions.
Prior to the survey questionnaires sent to associations and participants, the researcher
worked with the St. Cloud State statistical center to review each survey questionnaire employed
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through Qualtrics (www.qualtrics.com) to ensure the accuracy of the items entered and clarity of
the survey.
In April 2020, the results of the Principal Survey and Special Education Teacher Survey
gathered during March 2020 were exported to excel spreadsheets. The Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to analyze the data. Research question one was analyzed by
providing the percentage of special education teachers who identified each item as one of the
three practices having the greatest impact on special education teacher satisfaction for special
education teacher survey questions one through five and seven and eight. Research question one
also included qualitative data analyzed based on the frequency of thematic responses provided to
the open-ended survey question. The qualitative responses were analyzed and coded using the
grounded theory approach, in which spontaneous codes are analyzed over a period of several
stages that may provide a more holistic reflection of the data (Bergin, 2018). Research question
two was analyzed the same way, by calculating the percentage of principals who identified each
item as one of the three practices having the greatest impact on special education teacher job
satisfaction for principal survey questions one through five and seven and eight. Similar to the
open-ended survey completed by special education teachers, the grounded theory approach was
used to analyze the open-ended question principals responded to; “what is the one thing I do that
supports job satisfaction in special education teachers.”
Research question three required a comparative analysis using independent measures
between groups by employing a t-test of proportion. A t-test of proportion provides information
on how the proportion of special education teacher endorsed items differ from the proportion of
principals who endorsed the same item. This was completed for each correlating sub item on
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survey questions one through five and seven and eight across special education teacher and
principal surveys. A significant difference is considered when the p-value is .05 or less. This
means the probability level of the difference occurring by chance is less than five percent.
For research question four, descriptive statistics were used for eleven Likert scale survey
questions of principal confidence in their role of supporting special education. The descriptive
statistics included the mean and standard deviation of responses to highlight trends, attitudes, and
opinions of principals. Question five was analyzed by providing the percentage of principals who
use each method of professional development in special education.
Procedures and Timelines
Once IRB permission was established, principal surveys were submitted via email to
Minnesota Elementary and Secondary Principal associations to distribute to principals across the
state. Surveys sent through MESPA were part of a weekly newsletter sent each week of March
2020. Surveys sent through MASSP were sent twice in the month of March 2020 as an
independent email requesting principal participation. Special education teacher surveys were
submitted through the Minnesota Administrators of Special Education (MASE) association for
special education directors to distribute to current special education teachers. Special education
directors received an independent email twice during March 2020 requesting the special
education directors to forward to their special education staff. Data was collected throughout
March 2020.
Summary
Chapter III described the study methodology, including an introduction to the study, an
overview of the study, the research design, population sample, human subject approval,
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instrument for data collection and analysis, research design, treatment of data, and procedures
and timeline for the study.
Chapter IV reports the findings of the study. Quantitative and qualitative data are
discussed and described.
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Chapter IV: Results

Limited research exists with regards to support special education teachers receive from
principals and the impact support has on special education teacher job satisfaction. In Minnesota,
many special education teaching positions go unfilled and 32 percent of special education
teachers leave the field within the first five years of employment (MN PELSB, 2017).
Administrator leadership is known to impact morale and job satisfaction in teachers (Blocker &
Richardson, 1963). This study analyzed survey questionnaire results from Minnesota special
education teachers and principals pertaining to leadership practices that impact job satisfaction in
special education teachers. Principal survey questionnaires also inquired principal confidence in
understanding, training, and supporting special education teachers and programs, as well as their
professional development practices of special education.
Description of the Sample
The subjects selected to participate in this study were employed as special education
teachers and principals in Minnesota school districts during the 2019-2020 school year. An
invitation to special education teachers was distributed by electronic mail through special
education directors who are members of the Minnesota Administrators for Special Education
(MASE). Of the 13,735 special education teachers employed in Minnesota during the 2019-2020
school year, 592 special education teachers participated in completing the survey. This was a
response rate of 4.3%. An invitation to principals was distributed by electronic mail through the
Minnesota Elementary School Principals Association (MESPA) and the Minnesota Association
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of Secondary School Principals (MASSP). Of the 1,925 principals employed in Minnesota
during the 2019-2020 school year, 45 principals completed the survey, a response rate of 2.3%.
Demographic information of special education teachers can be found in tables one
through eleven. This includes their ages, years of experience as a special education teacher, years
working with their building principal, type of districts employed in, grade levels served, size of
their buildings, areas licensed as special education teachers, tiered license level, disability areas
served, their caseload size, and the average weekly hours they spend on paperwork outside of
their contract day. Because participation was optional and special education teachers could end
the survey at any time, some of the survey items have a lower participation rate. For tables one,
two, three, four, seven, and nine, 288 special education teachers responded. For table 5, 352
special education teachers responded. For table six, eight, ten, and eleven, 279 special education
teachers responded.
Demographics of Special Education Teachers
Table 1 illustrates the age ranges of special education teachers who participated in the
study and responded to the demographic questions.

Table 1
Age of Special Education Teachers
#

Age

Frequency (f)
n=288 (48.6%)
1.
20-24
4
2.
25-35
72
3.
36-45
78
4.
46-55
83
5.
56 plus
51
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only

Percent (%)
1.4
25
27.1
28.8
17.7
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Of the 592 participating special education teachers, 288 or 48.6% special education
teachers responded regarding their age. Four or 1.4% special education teachers reported to be
between the ages of twenty and twenty-four. Seventy-two or 25% are between the ages of
twenty-five and thirty-five. Seventy-eight or 27.1% special education teachers are between the
ages of thirty-six and forty-five. Eighty-three or 28.8% special education teachers are between
the ages of forty-six and fifty-five. Fifty-one or 17.7% special education teachers surveyed are
fifty-six years or older.
Special education teachers were asked to report how many years they have experience
working as a special education teacher. These responses are reported in Table 2.

Table 2
Number of Years of Experience as a Special Education Teacher
#

Years

Frequency (f)
n=288 (48.6%)
1.
0-3
39
2.
4-7
57
3.
8-12
48
4.
13-17
47
5.
18 or more
97
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only

Percent (%)
13.5
19.8
16.7
16.3
33.7

Of the 592 participating special education teachers, 288 or 48.6% special education
teachers responded regarding their years of experience as special education teachers. Thirty-nine
or 13.5% special education teachers reported having worked zero to three years as a special
education teacher. Fifty-seven or 19.8% special education teachers reported having worked as a
special education teacher for four to seven years. Forty-eight or 16.7% special education teachers
reported having worked as a special education teacher for eight to twelve years. Forty-seven or
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16.3% special education teachers reported having worked as a special education teacher for
thirteen to seventeen years. Ninety-seven or 33.7% special education teachers reported having
worked as a special education teacher for eighteen or more years.
Special education teachers were asked to report the number of years they have worked
with their building principal. These responses are reported in Table 3.

Table 3
Number of Years Working with Building Principal
#

Years

Frequency (f)
n=288 (48.6%)
1.
0-3
139
2.
4-7
86
3.
8-12
24
4.
13-17
24
5.
18 or more
15
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only

Percent (%)
48.3
29.9
8.3
8.3
5.2

Of the 592 participating special education teachers, 288 or 48.6% responded regarding
the number of years working with their current building principal. One hundred and thirty-nine
or 48.3% special education teachers reported having worked with their building principal for
zero to three years. Eighty-six or 29.9% special education teachers reported having worked with
their building principal for four to seven years. Twenty-four or 8.3% special education teachers
reported having worked with their building principal for eight to twelve years. Another twentyfour or 8.3% special education teachers reported working with their building principal for
thirteen to seventeen years. Fifteen or 5.2% special education teachers reported having worked
with their building principal for eighteen or more years.
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Special education teachers were asked to report the type of district they are employed in.
These responses are reported in Table 4.

Table 4
Location of District Special Educators Work In
#

District

Frequency (f)
n=288(48.6%)
1.
Metro
12
2.
Suburban
71
3.
Greater Minnesota (Rural)
205
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only

Percent (%)
4.2
24.7
71.2

Of the 592 participating special education teachers, 288 or 48.6% special education
teachers responded to the type of district they are employed in. Twelve or 4.2% special education
teachers reported working in the Metro of Minnesota. Seventy-one or 24.7% of special education
teachers reported working in the Suburban regions of Minnesota. Two hundred and five or
71.2% of special education teachers reported working in Greater Minnesota (Rural).
Special education teachers were asked to report grade levels taught. These responses are
reported in Table 5.

Table 5
Grade Levels Taught by Special Education Teachers
#

Grade Level

Frequency (f)
n=352 (59.5%)
1.
Elementary
133
2.
Middle
70
3.
High School
97
4.
Alternative Education
13
5.
K-12
39
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only

Percent
(%)
22.5
11.8
16.4
2.2
6.6
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Of the 592 participating special education teachers, 352 or 59.5% special education
teachers responded regarding the grade levels they serve as special education teachers. One
hundred and thirty-three or 22.5% special education teachers reported to teach at the Elementary
level. Seventy or 11.8% special education teachers reported to teach special education in Middle
school. Ninety-seven or 16.4% special education teachers reported to teach special education in
High School. Thirteen or 2.2% special education teachers reported to teach special education in
Alternative Education. Thirty-nine or 6.6% special education teachers reported to teach special
education across K-12.
Special education teachers were asked to report the size of the building they teach in.
These responses are reported in Table 6.

Table 6
Size of Building Special Education Teachers Teach In
#

Student Population

Frequency (f)
n=279 (47.1%)
1.
Less than 150
29
2.
Between 150-250
40
3.
Between 250-400
56
4.
Between 400-600
63
5.
Between 600-800
32
6.
Between 800-1000
20
7.
More than 1000
39
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only

Percent (%)
10.4
14.3
20.1
22.6
11.5
7.2
14.0

Of the 592 participating special education teachers, 279 or 47.1% special education
teachers indicated the size of the building they provide special education services in. Twentynine or 10.4% special education teachers reported less than one hundred and fifty students in
their building. Forty or 14.3% special education teachers reported between one hundred and fifty
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students to two hundred and fifty students in their building. Fifty-six or 20.1% special education
teachers reported between two hundred and fifty students and four hundred students in their
building. Sixty-three or 22.6% special education teachers reported between four hundred and six
hundred students in their building. Thirty-two or 11.5% special education teachers reported
between six hundred and eight hundred students in their building. Twenty or 7.2% special
education teachers reported between eight hundred and one thousand students in their building.
Thirty-nine or 14% special education teachers reported more than one thousand students in their
building.
Special education teachers were asked to report the area or areas they are licensed to
teach special education in. These responses are reported in Table 7.

Table 7
Area(s) Licensed as a Special Education Teacher
#

Licensure

1.
Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD)
2.
Emotional or Behavioral Disorders (E/BD)
3.
Developmental Cognitive Disabilities (DCD)
4.
Developmental Delay (DD)
5.
Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)
6.
Speech or Language Impairment (SLI)
7.
Other Health Disabilities (OHD)
8.
Academic and Behavioral Strategist (ABS)
9.
Physically Impaired (PI)
10.
Deaf and Hard of Hearing (D/HH)
11.
Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI)
12.
Blind-Visually Impaired (BVI)
13.
Deaf-Blind (DB)
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only

Frequency (f)
N=592
137
114
70
54
52
39
31
26
13
11
9
8
5

Percent (%)
23.1
19.3
11.8
9.1
8.8
6.6
5.2
4.4
2.2
1.9
1.5
1.4
0.8
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Many special education teachers hold more than one area of special education licensure.
It should be noted that these percentages are based on the total participation of 592 special
education teachers. Two hundred and eighty-eight or 48.6% of special education teachers
indicated the area(s) of licensure held. Of the responding special education teachers, one hundred
and thirty-seven or 23.1% special education teachers hold a specific learning disabilities (SLD)
license. One hundred and fourteen or 19.3% special education teachers hold an emotional or
behavioral disabilities (E/BD) license. Seventy or 11.8% special education teachers hold a
developmental cognitive disability (DCD) license. Fifty-four or 9.1% special education teachers
hold a development delay (DD) license. Fifty-two or 8.8% special education teachers hold an
autism spectrum disorder (ASD) license. Thirty-nine or 6.6% special education teachers hold a
speech or language impairment (SLI) license. Thirty-one or 5.2% special education teachers hold
an academic and behavioral strategist (ABS) license. Thirteen or 2.2% special education teachers
hold a physically impaired (PI) license. Eleven or 1.9% special education teachers hold a deaf
and hard of hearing (D/HH) license. Nine or 1.5% special education teachers hold a traumatic
brain injury (TBI) license. Eight or 1.4% special education teachers hold a blind-visually
impaired (BVI) license. Five or 0.8% special education teachers hold a deaf-blind (DB) license.
Special education teachers were asked to report their current level of licensure under the
Minnesota tiered licensing system. These responses are reported in Table 8.
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Table 8
Level of Tiered Special Education Licensure
#

Tier

Frequency (f)
n=279 (47.1%)
1.
Tier 1
27
2.
Tier 2
30
3.
Tier 3
39
4.
Tier 4
183
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only

Percent (%)
9.7
10.8
14
65.6

Of the 592 participating special education teachers, 279 or 47.1% special education
teachers provided their tier level of licensure. Twenty-seven or 9.7% special education teachers
indicate holding a Tier 1 license. Thirty or 10.8% special education teachers indicate holding a
Tier 2 license. Thirty-nine or 14% special education teachers indicate holding a Tier 3 license.
One hundred and eighty-three or 65.6% special education teachers indicate holding a Tier 4
license.
Special education teachers were asked to report all disability areas they currently serve.
These responses are reported in Table 9

Table 9
Area(s) Providing Special Education Services
#

Special Education Disability Served

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Emotional or Behavioral Disorders (E/BD)
Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)
Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD)
Other Health Disabilities (OHD)
Developmental Cognitive Disabilities (DCD)- Mild
to Moderate
Developmental Delay (DD)
Speech or Language Impairment (SLI)

6.
7.

Frequency (f)
N=592
182
172
167
159
106

Percent (%)

87
83

14.7
14

30.7
29.1
28.2
26.9
17.9
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Table 9 Continued
8.
9.
10.

Deaf and Hard of Hearing (D/HH)
Physically Impaired (PI)
Developmental Cognitive Disabilities (DCD)Severe Profound
11. Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI)
12. Severely Multiply Impaired (SMI)
13. Blind-Visually Impaired (BVI)
14. Deaf-Blind (DB)
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

45
43
41

7.6
7.3
6.9

34
25
23
9

5.7
4.2
3.9
1.5

Of the 592 participating special education teachers, 288 or 48.6% special education
teachers responded to the single or multiple disability area(s) they provide special education
services. One hundred and eighty-two or 30.7% special education teachers surveyed serve
students under the emotional or behavioral disability (E/BD) category. One hundred and seventytwo or 29.1% special education teachers serve students under the autism spectrum disorder
(ASD) category. One hundred and sixty-seven or 28.2% special education teachers serve
students under the specific learning disability (SLD) category. One hundred and fifty-nine or
26.9% special education teachers serve students under the other health disabilities (OHD)
category. One hundred and six or 17.9% special education teachers serve students under the
developmental cognitive disability (DCD) mild to moderate category. Eighty-seven or 14.7%
special education teachers serve students under the developmental delay (DD) category. Eightythree or 14% special education teachers serve students under the speech or language impairment
(SLI) category. Forty-five or 7.6% special education teachers serve students under the deaf and
hard of hearing (D/HH) category. Forty-three or 7.3% special education teachers serve students
under the physically impaired (PI) category. Forty-one or 6.9% special education teachers serve
students under the developmental cognitive disabilities (DCD) severe profound category. Thirty-
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four or 5.7% special education teachers serve students under the traumatic brain injury (TBI)
category. Twenty-five or 4.2% special education teachers serve students under the severely
multiply impaired (SMI) category. Twenty-three or 3.9% special education teachers serve
students under the blind-visually impaired (BVI) category. Nine or 1.5% special education
teachers serve students under the deaf-blind (DB) category.
Special education teachers were asked the number of students on their caseload. These
responses are reported in Table 10.

Table 10
Caseload of Special Education Teachers
#

Caseload

Frequency (f)
n=279 (47.1%)
1.
5-10
32
2.
11-15
65
3.
16-20
100
4.
21-25
34
5.
26-30
48
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

Percent (%)
11.5
23.3
35.8
12.2
17.2

Of the 592 participating special education teachers, 279 or 47.1% special education
teachers indicated the number of students on their special education caseload. Thirty-two or
11.5% special education teachers reported having five to ten students on their caseload. Sixtyfive or 23.3% special education teachers reported having eleven to fifteen students on their
caseload. One hundred or 35.8% special education teachers reported having sixteen to twenty
students on their caseload. Thirty-four or 12.2% special education teachers reported having
twenty-one to twenty-five students on their caseload. Forty-eight or 17.2% special education
teachers reported having twenty-six to thirty students on their caseload.
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Special education teachers were asked to report the number of hours spent on paperwork
outside of their duty day. These responses are reported in Table 11.

Table 11
Average Weekly Time Special Education Teachers Spend on Paperwork Outside of Their Duty
Day
#

Average Weekly Hours

Frequency (f)
n=279 (47.1%)
1.
None
10
2.
1
23
3.
2
46
4.
3
47
5.
4
30
6.
5
40
7.
6
26
8.
7
8
9.
8
13
10.
9 or more
36
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

Percent (%)
3.6
8.2
16.5
16.8
10.8
14.3
9.3
2.9
4.7
12.9

Of the 592 participating special education teachers, 279 or 47.1% special education
teachers provided the average weekly number of hours spent on paperwork outside of the
contracted duty day. Ten or 3.6% special education teachers report spending no time outside of
their duty day on paperwork. Twenty-three or 8.2% special education teachers report spending
an average of one hour completing paperwork outside of their duty day each week. Forty-six or
16.5% of special education teachers report spending an average of two hours completing
paperwork outside of their duty day each week. Forty-seven or 16.8% special education teachers
report spending an average of three hours completing paperwork outside of their duty day each
week. Thirty or 10.8% special education teachers report spending an average of four hours
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completing paperwork outside of their duty day each week. Forty or 14.3% special education
teachers report spending an average of 5 hours completing paperwork outside of their duty day
each week. Twenty-six or 9.3% special education teachers report spending an average of 6 hours
completing paperwork outside of their duty day each week. Eight or 2.9% special education
teachers report spending an average of 7 hours completing paperwork outside of their duty day
each week. Thirteen or 4.7% special education teachers report spending an average of 8 hours
completing paperwork outside of their duty day each week. Thirty-six or 12.9% special
education teachers report spending an average of nine or more hours completing paperwork each
week.
Demographics of Principals
Demographic information of participating principals can be found in tables twelve
through nineteen. This includes years of experience as a principal, years of principalship in
Minnesota, years of experience in education prior to their principalship, type of districts
employed in, grade levels served, size of their buildings, number of supervised certified teaching
staff, and program preparation requirements. Because participation was optional and principals
could end the survey at any time, some of the survey items have a lower participation rate. For
tables twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, seventeen, and eighteen, 30 principals responded. For
tables sixteen and nineteen, 45 principals responded.
Table 12 demonstrates the responses for principal reported years of principal experience.
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Table 12
Years of Principal Experience
#

Years

Frequency (f)
n=30 (66.6%)
1.
0-3
3
2.
4-7
8
3.
8-12
3
4.
13-17
6
5.
18 or more
10
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

Percent (%)
10
26.7
10
20
33.3

Of the 45 participating principals, 30 or 66.6% principals responded to their number of
years of experience as a principal. Three or 10% principals report zero to three years of
experience. Eight or 26.7% principals reported four to seven years of experience. Three or 10%
principals reported eight to twelve years of experience. Six or 20% principals reported thirteen to
seventeen years of experience. Ten or 33.3% principals reported eighteen or more years of
experience.
Principals were asked to report the number of years of experience as a principal in
Minnesota. These outcomes are reported in Table 13.

Table 13
Years of Experience as a Principal in Minnesota
#

Years

Frequency (f)
n=30 (66.6%)
1.
0-3
3
2.
4-7
8
3.
8-12
5
4.
13-17
5
5.
18 or more
9
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

Percent (%)
10
26.7
16.7
16.7
30
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Of the 45 participating principals, 30 or 66.6% responded to their years of principal
experience in Minnesota. Three or 10% principals reported zero to three years of experience in
Minnesota. Eight or 26.7% principals reported four to seven years of experience in Minnesota.
Five or 16.7% principals reported eight to twelve years of experience in Minnesota. Another five
or 16.7% principals reported thirteen to seventeen years of experience in Minnesota. Nine or
30% principals reported eighteen or more years of experience in Minnesota.
Principals were asked to report the number of years of experience in education prior to
taking a principal position. These outcomes are reported in Table 14.

Table 14
Years of Experience in Education Prior to Principalship
#

Years

Frequency (f)
n=30 (66.6%)
1.
0-5 years
2
2.
6-10 years
11
3.
11-15 years
8
4.
16-20 years
5
5.
21 plus
4
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

Percent (%)
6.7
36.7
26.7
16.7
13.3

Of the 45 participating principals, 30 or 66.6% principals surveyed provided their
experience in education prior to their principalship. Two or 6.7% principals reported working in
education for zero to five years prior to their principalship. Eleven or 36.7% principals reported
six to ten years of experience in education prior to their principalship. Eight or 26.7% principals
reported eleven to fifteen years of experience in education prior to their principalship. Five or
16.7% principals reported sixteen to twenty years of experience in education prior to their
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principalship. Four or 13.3% principals reported twenty-one or more years of experience in
education prior to their principalship.
Principals reported the type of district they are employed in. Their responses are reported
in Table 15.

Table 15
Location of District Principals Work In
#

District

Frequency (f)
n=30 (66.6%)
1.
Metro
5
2.
Suburban
6
3.
Greater Minnesota (Rural)
19
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

Percent (%)
16.7
20
63.3

Of the 45 participating principals, 30 or 66.6% principals surveyed indicated the type of
district they are employed in. Five or 16.7% principals reported employment in the Metro of
Minnesota. Six or 20% principals reported employment in the Suburban areas of Minnesota.
Nineteen or 63.3% principals reported employment in Greater Minnesota (Rural).
Principals reported the grade levels served within their districts. Their responses are
reported in Table 16.

Table 16
Level of Responsibilities and Leadership
#

Grade Level

1.
2.
3.
4.

Elementary
Middle
High School
Alternative Education

Frequency (f)
n=39 (86.6%)
8
10
15
2

Percent (%)
17.8
22.2
33.3
4.4

83
Table 16 Continued
a

5.
K-12
4
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

8.9

Of the 45 participating principals, 39 or 86.6% principals reported their level of
responsibilities and leadership. Eight or 17.8% principals reported providing responsibilities and
leadership in Elementary. Ten or 22.2% principals provide responsibilities and leadership in
Middle School. Fifteen or 33.3% principals have responsibilities and leadership at the High
School level. Two or 4.4% principals provide support in Alternative Education. Four or 8.9%
provide support in a K-12 setting.
Principals were asked to report the size of the district they were employed in. Principal
responses are reported in Table 17.

Table 17
Size of Building Principals Serve
#

Student Population

Frequency (f)
n=30 (66.6%)
1.
Less than 150
3
2.
Between 150-250
3
3.
Between 250-400
4
4.
Between 400-600
7
5.
Between 600-800
7
6.
Between 800-1000
1
7.
More than 1000
5
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

Percent (%)
10
10
13.3
23.3
23.3
3.3
16.7

Of the 45 participating principals, 30 or 66.6% principals surveyed indicated the number
of students served within their building. Three or 10% principals reported less than 150 students
in their building. Another three or 10% principals reported between one hundred and fifty to two
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hundred and fifty students in their building. Four or 13.3% principals reported between two
hundred and fifty to four hundred students. Seven or 23.3% principals reported between four
hundred to six hundred students. Another seven or 23.3% principals reported between six
hundred to eight hundred students in their building. One or 3.3% principals reported between
eight hundred to one thousand students in their building. Five or 16.7% principals reported more
than one thousand students served in their building.
Principals were asked to report the number of certified teaching staff they supervise.
These responses are reported in Table 18.

Table 18
Number of Certified Teaching Staff Supervised
#

Certified Staff

Frequency (f)
n=30 (66.6%)
1.
1-25
7
2.
26-40
9
3.
41-75
8
4.
76-100
3
5.
More than 100
3
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

Percent (%)
23.3
30
26.7
10
10

Of the 45 participating principals, 30 or 66.6% provided the number of certified staff they
supervise. Seven or 23.3% principals reported supervising one to twenty-five certified staff. Nine
or 30% principals reported supervising between twenty-six and forty certified staff. Eight or
26.7% principals reported supervising between forty-one and seventy-five certified staff. Three
or 10% principals reported supervising between seventy-six and one hundred certified staff.
Another three or 10% principals reported supervising more than 100 certified staff.
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Principals were asked to indicate their preparation program requirements. These
responses are reported in Table 19.

Table 19
Principal Preparation Program Requirements
#

Type of Training

Frequency (f)
n=30 (66.6%)
1.
State-accredited program
29
2.
Field Experience
12
3.
Hybrid
5
4.
Online
4
5.
Out of State Program
3
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

Percent (%)
64.4
26.7
11.1
8.9
6.7

Of the 45 participating principals, 30 or 66.6% principals surveyed indicated related
experiences or requirements in their principal preparation program. Twenty-nine or 64.4%
principals indicated receiving preparation for principalship from a state-accredited program.
Twelve or 26.7% principals indicated their preparation included field experience. Five or 11.1%
principals indicated attending a program that involved hybrid preparation. Four or 8.9%
principals indicated attending an online program. Three or 6.7% principals attended a program
from out of state.
In the next section, results from the survey questionnaires are reported. Research
questions one, two, and three are reported based on the seven core leadership practices (Hahn,
2013).
Research Questions
The data for research questions one, two, and three are based according to the following
seven core leadership practice areas (Hahn, 2013):
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1. Shared Decision-Making
2. Professional Autonomy
3. Creating Staff Expectations
4. Stand Behind and Support
5. Principal Practices/Professional Role
6. Recognition Practices
7. Communication
Research question one includes special education survey questionnaire questions one
through five, seven and eight. The responses are reported as frequency count data and
percentages of the top three practices special education teachers endorsed in relation to those
core principal leadership practices that impact their job satisfaction. Special education teachers
responded to a 10-point Likert scale rating their job satisfaction from low (1) to high (10) job
satisfaction on survey item six. Thematic information was gathered and reported on survey
questionnaire item nine on the special education teacher survey.
Research Question 1: What do Minnesota special education teachers report as key support
practices that principals use that have the most impact on job satisfaction?
Tables 20 through 27 include the percentage of special education teacher responses in
regards to principal leadership practices that have the most impact on special education teacher
job satisfaction. Special education teachers were asked to indicate the top three practices within
each core leadership area. Special education teachers were asked to identify the most important
leadership practices principals employ regarding shared decision-making. Table 21 describes the
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percent of special education teacher respondents endorsing each “Shared Decision-Making” core
practice.

Table 20
Item #1: Shared Decision-Making Practices [as reported by special education teachers in rank
order]
Special Education Teachers
N=592
Seeks special education teacher input/involvement at the early
planning stages of a project

Frequency
(f)
274

Percent
(%)
46.3

(b)

Has a formal system in place to address concerns from special
education teaching staff

190

32.1

(c)

Seeks out individual special education teachers and connects
them with projects and leadership opportunities

156

26.4

(d)

Uses language like team, family, community when involving
special education staff

137

23.1

(e)

Having formal leadership teams in the school and relying on their
expertise for decisions and/or advisory purposes

133

22.5

(f)

Communicates to leading staff how he/she intends to manage and
involve others

118

19.9

(g)

Identifies expert special education teachers and seeks them out to
peer coach and mentor

114

19.3

(h)

Allowing special education teachers to identify goals and
objectives for the school

83

14

(i)

Identifies instructional leaders in a school and relying on them
for curriculum expertise

69

11.7

(j)

Encourages special education staff to present at local, state, and
national conferences

16

2.7

(a)

a

The left hand column pertains to this table only.

The leadership practice pertaining to shared leadership and special education teacher job
satisfaction most frequently endorsed by special education teachers was “seeks special education
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teacher input/involvement at the early planning stages of a project” (n=274, 46.3%). The second
most frequently cited leadership practice pertaining to shared leadership and special education
teacher job satisfaction that special education teacher respondents endorsed was “has a formal
system in place to address concerns from special education staff” (n=190, 32.1%). The third
leadership practice in regards to shared leadership and special education teacher job satisfaction
that special education teacher respondents endorsed was “seeks out individual special education
teachers and connects them with projects and leadership opportunities” (n=156, 26.4%).
Special education teachers moderately endorsed “uses language like team, family,
community when involving special education staff” (n=137, 23.1%), “having formal leadership
teams in the school and relying on their expertise for decisions and/or advisory purposes”
(n=133, 22.5%), “communicates to leading staff how he/she intends to manage and involve
others” (n=118, 19.9%), and “identifies expert special education teachers and seeks them out to
peer coach and mentor” (n=114; 19.3%).
The least endorsed practices relating to shared leadership and special education teacher
job satisfaction that special education teachers endorsed were “allowing special education
teachers to identify goals and objectives for the school” (n=83, 14%), “identifies instructional
leaders in a school and relying on them for curriculum expertise” (n=69, 11.7%), and
“encouraging special education staff to present at local, state, and national conferences” (n=16,
2.7%).
Special education teachers were asked to identify the most important leadership practices
principals employ when working to create a culture of professional autonomy. Table 21
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describes the percent of special education teacher respondents endorsing each “Professional
Autonomy” core practice.

Table 21
Item #2: Professional Autonomy [as reported by special education teachers in rank order]
Special Education Teachers
N=592
Treats special education staff as professionals who are
knowledgeable in their field/content area

Frequency
(f)
264

Percent
(%)
44.6

(b)

Allowing special education teachers the freedom to teach in the
ways that they feel are most effective

206

34.8

(c)

Encourages special education teachers to make informed
instructional decisions for their students

144

24.3

(d)

Makes conscious effort to protect special education teachers’
instruction time from interruptions

121

20.4

(e)

Permits special education teachers to employ a variety of teaching
styles that are consistent with the school’s philosophy

116

19.6

(f)

Encourages and provides guidance and professional development
opportunities regarding effective special education teaching
practices

105

17.7

(g)

Encourages and expects a shared decision-making philosophy with
special education teaching staff

82

13.9

(h)

Encourages and allocates time for professional learning
communities

67

11.3

(i)

Knows when and how to use his/her formal and informal authority

28

4.7

(j)

Informs special education teachers of expected outcome and
delegates procedural details to the special education teacher’s
discretion

22

3.7

(a)

a

The left hand column pertains to this table only.

The leadership practice pertaining to professional autonomy and special education
teacher job satisfaction endorsed most frequently by special education teacher respondents was
“treats special education staff as professionals who are knowledgeable in their field/content
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area” (n=264, 44.6%). The next two leadership practices pertaining to professional autonomy
and special education teacher job satisfaction rated most highly were “allowing special
education teachers the freedom to teach in the ways that they feel are most effective” (n=206,
34.8%) and “encouraging special education teachers to make informed instructional decisions
for their students” (n=144, 24.3%).
Special education teachers moderately endorsed leadership practices of professional
autonomy such as “makes conscious effort to protect special education teachers’ instruction time
from interruptions” (n=121, 20.4%), “permits special education teaches to employ a variety of
teaching styles that are consistent with the school’s philosophy” (n=116, 19.6%), “encourages
and provides guidance and professional development opportunities regarding effective special
education teaching practices” (n=105; 17.7%) and, “encourages and expects a shared decisionmaking philosophy with special education teaching staff” (n=82, 13.9%).
The three least endorsed leadership practices pertaining to professional autonomy and
special education teacher job satisfaction that special education teacher respondents endorsed
were “encourages and allocates time for professional learning communities” (n=67, 11.3%),
“knows when and how to use his/her formal authority” (n=28, 4.7%), and “informs special
education teachers of expected outcome and delegates procedural details to the special
education teacher’s discretion” (n=22, 3.7%).
Special education teachers were asked to identify the most important leadership practices
that principals use to create expectations that will positively influence the actions and behavior of
their teaching staff. Table 22 describes the percent of special education teacher respondents
endorsing each “Creating Staff Expectations” core practice item.
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Table 22
Item #3: Creating Staff Expectations [as reported by special education teachers in rank order]
Special Education Teachers
N=592
Establishing a culture with teachers and staff that they are all
responsible for every student’s success

Frequency
(f)
180

Percent
(%)
30.4

(b)

Recognizing special education teachers when they are meeting or
exceeding expectations

174

29.4

(c)

Clearly, consistently, directly, and tactfully communicating what is
expected from special education teaching staff

138

23.3

(d)

Expecting special education teachers and modeling them that all
students should treated with dignity and respect

109

18.4

(e)

Providing individual feedback to special education teachers
regarding expectations

92

15.5

(f)

Consistently modeling the behaviors and actions that are expected
from special education teachers

86

14.5

(g)

Expecting special education teaching staff to model appropriate
behavior for students and fellow colleagues

66

11.1

(h)

Consistently addressing special education teaching staff when they
are not meeting expectations

50

8.4

(i)

Expecting special education teachers to maximize learning time,
therefore minimizing disruptions

45

7.6

(j)

Repeats, restates, and clarifies what he/she expects from special
education staff

29

4.9

(a)

a

The left hand column pertains to this table only.

The leadership practice pertaining to creating staff expectations and special education
teacher job satisfaction endorsed most frequently was “establishing a culture with teachers and
staff that they are all responsible for every student’s success” (n=180, 30.4%). The subsequent
leadership practices pertaining to creating staff expectations and special education teacher job
satisfaction that special education teachers most frequently endorsed are “recognizing special
education teachers when they are meeting or exceeding expectations” (n=174, 29.4%) and
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“clearly, consistently, directly, and tactfully communicating what is expected from special
education teaching staff” (n=138, 23.3%).
Leadership practices moderately endorsed by special education teachers pertaining to
principal practices in creating staff expectations are “expecting special education teachers and
modeling them that all students should be treated with dignity and respect” (n=109, 18.4%),
“providing individual feedback to special education teachers regarding expectations” (n=92,
15.5%), “consistently modeling the behaviors and actions that are expected from special
education teachers” (n=86, 14.5%), and “expecting special education teaching staff to model
appropriate behavior for students and fellow colleagues” (n=66, 11.1%).
The leadership practices pertaining to creating staff expectations and special education
teacher job satisfaction endorsed least frequently endorsed are “consistently addressing special
education teaching staff when they are not meeting expectations” (n=50; 8.4%), “expecting
special education teachers to maximize learning time, therefore minimizing disruptions” (n=45,
7.6%), and “repeats, restates, and clarifies what he/she expects from special education staff”
(n=29, 4.9%).
Special education teachers were asked to identify the most important leadership practices
principals use to demonstrate that principals support and stand behind their special education
teachers. Table 23 describes the percent of special education teacher respondents endorsing
“Stand Behind and Support” core practices.
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Table 23
Item #4: Stand Behind and Support [as reported by special education teachers in rank order]
Special Education Teachers
N=592
Taking time to listen to special education teachers’ concerns and
work to problem solve with the special education teacher regarding
the concerns

Frequency
(f)
211

Percent
(%)
35.6

(b)

Supporting special education teachers in their decisions regarding
classroom management

87

14.7

(c)

Assigning special education teachers to teach the classes that they are
most trained and skilled to teach

80

13.5

(d)

Being visible in the hallways, teachers classrooms, and school
activities

80

13.5

(e)

Assuring that special education teachers have ample textbooks,
paper, and equipment to teach the required curriculum

76

12.8

(f)

Developing, implementing, and supporting school wide
behavior/discipline program that promotes tolerance and acceptance

76

12.8

(g)

Ensuring that there is an orderly and safe environment conducive to
learning

67

11.3

(h)

Advocating and supporting special education teachers to go to
conferences and trainings

63

10.6

(i)

Supporting special education teachers’ authority in enforcing policy

46

7.8

(j)

Supporting special education teachers in their decisions regarding
discipline strategies

36

6.1

(a)

a

The left hand column pertains to this table only.

The leadership practice most frequently endorsed by special education teacher
respondents was, “taking time to listen to special education teachers’ concerns and work to
problem solve with the special education teacher regarding the concerns” (n=211, 35.6%). The
next leadership practice of leading by standing behind and special education teacher job
satisfaction most frequently endorsed by special education teachers was, “supporting special
education teachers in their decisions regarding classroom management” (n=87, 14.7%). The third
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top leadership practice endorsed by special education teachers was tied between “assigning
special education teachers to teach the classes that they are most trained and skilled to teach”
(n=80, 13.5%) and “being visible in the hallways, teachers classrooms, and school activities”
(n=80, 13.5%).
Leadership practices moderately endorsed by special education teachers within the area
of standing behind special education teachers includes “assuring that special education teachers
have ample textbooks, paper, and equipment to teach the required curriculum” (n=76; 12.8%),
“developing, implementing, and supporting school wide behavior/discipline program that
promotes tolerance and acceptance” (n=76; 12.8%), “ensuring that there is an orderly and safe
environment conducive to learning” (n=67, 11.3%), and “advocating and supporting special
education teachers to go to conferences and trainings” (n=63, 10.6%).
The leadership practices related to leading by standing behind and special education
teacher job satisfaction least endorsed by special education teachers are “supporting special
education teachers’ authority in enforcing policy” (n=46, 7.8%), and “supporting special
education teachers in their decisions regarding discipline strategies” (n=36, 6.1%).
Special education teachers were asked to identify the most important leadership practices
of principals regarding principal’s professional role practices. Table 24 describes the percent of
special education teacher respondents endorsing each “Principal Practices/Professional Role”
core practice item.
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Table 24
Item #5: Principal Practices/Professional Role [as reported by special education teachers in
rank order]

a

(a)

Special Education Teachers
N=592
Being honest, open, and consistent with words and actions

Frequency
(f)
208

Percent
(%)
35.1

(b)

Demonstrating concern for special education teaching staff

161

27.2

(c)

Providing accessibility of personnel and resources to meet the diverse
needs of students with disabilities

126

21.3

(d)

Being visible and modeling expectations to special education teaching
staff

85

14.4

(e)

Using authority when necessary to enforce rules and policies

76

12.8

(f)

Providing training to reinforce goals and improve instruction

66

11.1

(g)

Keeping informed of new developments in curriculum and instruction
and providing relevant information to teachers

59

10

(h)

Not becoming so concerned with being effective, that the principal
loses sight of what is effective

54

9.1

(i)

Solicitating input in creating policies that may be enforced through the
exercise of authority

53

9

(j)

Allowing discretion in implementation of knowledge gained through
staff development

37

6.3

(k)

Assisting special education teachers in evaluating newly attempted
teaching techniques

20

3.4

The left hand column pertains to this table only.

The leadership practice pertaining to professional role and special education teacher job
satisfaction endorsed the most by special education teachers was “being honest, open, and
consistent with words and actions” (n=208, 35.1%). The next two leadership practices pertaining
to professional role and special education teacher job satisfaction that special education teacher
respondents endorsed most were “demonstrating concern for special education teaching staff”
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(n=161, 27.2%) and “providing accessibility of personnel and resources to meet the diverse
needs of students with disabilities” (n=126, 21.3%).
Leadership practices moderately endorsed by special education teachers in regards to
professional role and special education teacher job satisfaction included “being visible and
modeling expectations to special education teaching staff” (n=85, 14.4%), “using authority
when necessary to enforce rules and policies” (n=76, 12.8%), “providing training to reinforce
goals and improve instruction” (n=66, 11.1%), and “keeping informed of new developments in
curriculum and instruction and providing relevant information to teachers” (n=59, 10%).
The leadership practices least endorsed by special education teacher respondents in
regards to professional role and special education teacher job satisfaction are “not becoming so
concerned with being effective, that the principal loses sight of what is effective” (n=54, 9.1%),
“solicitating input in creating policies that may be enforced through the exercise of authority”
(n=53, 9%), “allowing discretion in implementation of knowledge gained through staff
development” (n=37, 6.3%), and “assisting special education teachers in evaluating newly
attempted teaching techniques” (n= 20, 3.4%).
Special education teachers were asked to identify the most important leadership practices
used by principals to positively recognize special education teachers that have the greatest
impact on special education teacher job satisfaction. Table 25 provides the percent of special
education teacher respondents endorsing each “Recognition Practices” core practices.
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Table 25
Item #7: Recognition Practices [as reported by special education teachers in rank order]
Special Education Teacher
N=592
Individually talking with special education teachers and recognizing and
acknowledging their accomplishments

Frequency
(f)
193

Percent
(%)
32.6

(b)

Providing specific feedback when recognizing or praising special education
teaching staff

160

27

(c)

Taking time to know more about special education teachers beyond what
they are teaching in the classroom

122

20.6

(d)

Using non-verbal methods such as a smile or a thumbs up when special
education teachers are observed in their room, classrooms, and hallways

93

15.7

(e)

Writing individual notes to special education teachers recognizing the good
things they are doing

78

13.2

(f)

Targeting praise to a special education teacher’s specific work

75

12.7

(g)

Boasting and speaking positively about special education teaching staff in
professional public settings

75

12.7

(h)

Recognizing and praising special education staff at faculty meetings

54

9.1

(i)

Scheduling a time or forum where special education staff are recognized

28

4.7

(j)

Writing a weekly newsletter or memo that includes recognition of special
education staff for the work they do

16

2.7

(a)

a

The left hand column pertains to this table only.

The leadership practice most frequently endorsed by special education teacher
respondents pertaining to recognition practices and special education teacher job satisfaction was
“individually talking with special education teachers and recognizing and acknowledging their
accomplishments” (n=193, 32.6%). The next two leadership practices regarding recognition
practices and special education teacher job satisfaction endorsed most frequently by special
education teacher respondents were “providing specific feedback when recognizing or praising
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special education teaching staff” (n=160, 27%) and “taking time to know more about special
education teachers beyond what they are teaching in the classroom” (n=122, 20.6%).
The leadership practices moderately endorsed by special education teachers pertaining to
recognition practices principals use include “using non-verbal methods such as a smile or a
thumbs up when special education teachers are observed in their room, classrooms, and
hallways” (n=93, 15.7%), “writing individual notes to special education teachers recognizing
the good things they are doing” (n=75, 12.7%), and “targeting praise to a special education
teacher’s specific work” (n=12.7%).
The leadership practice pertaining to recognition practices and special education teacher
job satisfaction endorsed the least by special education teacher respondents are “recognizing and
praising special education staff at faculty meetings” (n=54, 9.1%), “scheduling a time or forum
where special education staff are recognized” (n=28, 4.7%), and “writing a weekly newsletter or
memo that includes recognition of special education staff for the work they do” (n=16, 2.7%).
Special education teachers were asked to identify the most important leadership practices
principals use to communicate with special education teaching staff. Table 26 describes the
percent of special education teachers endorsing each “Communication” core practice item.

Table 26
Item #8: Communication Practices [as reported by special education teachers in rank order]

(a)

(b)

Special Education Teachers
N=592
Being open and honest and providing immediate feedback when
communicating with special education staff

Frequency
(f)
212

Percent
(%)
35.8

Providing clear, consistent, direct, and tactful communication with
special education teaching staff

194

32.8
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Table 26 Continued

a

(c)

Encouraging special education teachers to have informal “drop-in”
meetings

115

19.4

(d)

Sending e-mails to individual staff to communicate concerns or
needs

104

17.6

(e)

Holding formal conferences with small groups of special education
teachers

56

9.5

(f)

Writing individual notes to special education teachers to recognize
their good work and thank them

56

9.5

(g)

Having an agenda for all meetings with special education teaching
staff and keeping summary notes from those meetings

55

9.3

(h)

Utilizing faculty meetings as opportunities to reinforce goals with
special education teaching staff

35

5.9

(i)

Writing a weekly memo to special education teaching staff
highlighting important information, dates, things to celebrate, etc.

21

3.5

(j)

Holding formal conferences with individual special education
teachers

19

3.2

The left hand column pertains to this table only.

The leadership practice pertaining to communication and special education teacher job
satisfaction most frequently endorsed by special education teacher respondents was “being open
and honest and providing immediate feedback when communicating with special education
staff” (n=212, 35.8%). The next two leadership practices pertaining to communication and
special education teacher job satisfaction most frequently endorsed were “providing clear,
consistent, direct, and tactful communication with special education teaching staff” (n=194,
32.8%) and “encouraging special education teachers to have informal “drop-in” meetings”
(n=115, 19.4%).
The practices moderately endorsed by special education teachers pertaining to
communication and special education teacher job satisfaction include “sending e-mails to
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individual staff to communicate concerns or needs” (n=104, 17.6%), “holding formal
conferences with small groups of special education teachers” (n=56, 9.5%), “writing individual
notes to special education teachers to recognize their good work and thank them” (n=56, 9.5%),
and “having an agenda for all meetings with special education teaching staff and keeping
summary of notes from those meetings” (n=55, 9.3%).
The practices least endorsed by special education teachers regarding communication and
special education teacher job satisfaction are “utilizing faculty meetings as opportunities to
reinforce goals with special education teaching staff” (n=35, 5.9%), “writing a weekly memo to
special education teaching staff highlighting important information, dates, things to celebrate,
etc.” (n=21, 3.5%), and “holding formal conferences with individual special education
teachers” (n=19, 3.2%).
Special education teachers were asked to rate their level of job satisfaction with 1 being
low job satisfaction and 10 being high job satisfaction. Table 27 identifies the percentage of
special education teachers endorsing their perceived level of job satisfaction.

Table 27
Special Education Teacher Reported Job Satisfaction from Low to High
Rank

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Frequency
(f)
n=315 (53%)
2
11
20
25
33
53
72
70

Percent
(%)
.6
3.5
6.3
7.9
10.5
16.8
22.9
22.2

101
Table 27 Continued
9
10

24
5

7.6
1.6

Of the 592 participating special education teachers, 315 special education teacher
respondents rated their level of job satisfaction. Of those who responded, 29 or 9.2% special
education teachers indicated high job satisfaction. Most of the special education teachers
indicated moderate to high job satisfaction (n=195, 61.9%). Seventy-eight or 24.7% special
education teachers indicated moderate to low job satisfaction. Thirteen or 4.1% special education
teachers indicated low job satisfaction.
Open-Ended Response
Survey question number six on the special education teacher survey provided an openended response for special education teachers to indicate the one thing principals do to support
special education teacher job satisfaction. Of the 592 special education teachers, 231 responded
to the open-survey question, a response rate of 39%. The special education teacher responses
were analyzed using the grounded theory approach to obtain spontaneous codes of practices their
principal uses to support their job satisfaction. The codes, in rank order, starting with the most
frequent, from special education teachers are as follows:
1. Professional Autonomy (n=58, 25.1%),
2. Listens, (n=40, 17.3%),
3. Positive Communication, (n=35, 15.2%),
4. Supports Special Education Teacher Decision-Making, (n=32, 13.8%),
5. Collaborative Problem Solving, (n=20, 8.7%),

102
6. Behavior Support, (n=19, 8.2%),
7. Inclusive Practices, (n=17, 7.4%).
Teachers want their principals to understand their caseload of “students have individual
needs” and allow special education teachers to “make decisions about how to teach them most
effectively.” As one special education teacher indicated, their principal “recognizes the abilities
of staff and allows them to perform their jobs without micro-managing them.” Special education
teachers indicate their principal “supports the special education teachers in decisions that are
based on expertise and special education due process paperwork when a general education
teacher calls into question the “need” for a specific support or the decision made by the special
education teacher when it comes to behavioral issues'' or “backs the decisions special education
teachers make when mainstreaming students.” The most common phrase among special
education teachers included the word “support” such as their principal being “supportive and
solution focused,” “supports us and has our back during difficult situations,” and “being
supportive in meetings and for purchases of recommended resources.”
Teachers want their principals to understand their caseload of “students have individual
needs” and allow special education teachers to “make decisions about how to teach them most
effectively.” Special education teachers appreciate when their principal is “tactful and honest,
positive and realistic, with high expectations while believing in his staff and their professional
abilities.” Many special education teachers found their principals “[include] us in school-wide
activities,” “acknowledges special education staff during meetings,” “gets to know students
receiving special education services,” and show “concern about the social and emotional wellbeing of students.”
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Research question two includes principal survey questionnaire questions one through five
and seven and eight reported as frequency count data and percentages of the top three practices
principals endorsed about the core leadership practices that impact special education teacher job
satisfaction. Principals responded to a 10-point Likert scale rating their perception of special
education teacher job satisfaction from low (1) to high (10) job satisfaction on survey item six.
Thematic information was gathered and reported on survey questionnaire item nine on the
principal survey.
Research Question 2: What do Minnesota principals report as key support practices
utilized to develop and improve special education teacher job satisfaction?
A calculation was completed on the percentage of principals who identified each item as
one of the three practices having the greatest impact on special education teacher job satisfaction.

Table 28
Item #1: Shared Decision-Making Practices [as reported by principals in rank order]
Principals
N=45
Identifies expert special education teachers and seeks them out to
peer coach and mentor

Frequency
(f)
21

Percent
(%)
46.7

(b)

Seeks special education teacher input/involvement at the early
planning stages of a project

15

33.3

(c)

Uses language like team, family, community when involving
special education staff

15

33.3

(d)

Identifies instructional leaders in a school and relying on them
for curriculum expertise

13

28.9

(e)

Has a formal system in place to address concerns from special
education teaching staff

12

26.7

(f)

Seeks out individual special education teachers and connects
them with projects and leadership opportunities

11

24.4

(a)
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Table 28 Continued

a

(g)

Communicates to leading staff how he/she intends to manage and
involve others

9

20

(h)

Allowing special education teachers to identify goals and
objectives for the school

4

8.9

(i)

Encourages special education staff to present at local, state, and
national conferences

0

0

The left hand column pertains to this table only.

The leadership practice pertaining to shared leadership and special education teacher job
satisfaction most frequently endorsed by principals was “identifies expert special education
teachers and seeks them out to peer coach and mentor” (n=21, 46.7%) The next two most
frequently endorsed leadership practices pertaining to shared leadership and special education
teacher job satisfaction that principal respondents endorsed are “seeks special education teacher
input/involvement at the early planning stages of a project” (n=15, 33.3%) and “uses language
like team, family, community when involving special education staff” (n=15, 33.3%).
The practices pertaining to shared decision-making and special education teacher job
satisfaction moderately endorsed by principals are “having formal leadership teams in the school
and relying on their expertise for decisions and/or advisory purposes” (n=14, 31.1%), “identifies
instructional leaders in a school and relying on them for curriculum expertise” (n=13, 28.9%),
“has a formal system in place to address concerns from special education teaching staff” (n=12,
26.7%), and “seeks out individual special education teachers and connects them with projects
and leadership opportunities” (n=11, 24.4%).
The least endorsed practices relating to shared leadership and special education teacher
job satisfaction principals endorsed are “communicates to leading staff how he/she intends to
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manage and involve others” (n=9, 20%), “allowing special education teachers to identify goals
and objectives for the school” (n=4, 8.9%), and no principals endorsed the item “encouraging
special education staff to present at local, state, and national conferences” (n=0, 0%).
Principals were asked to identify the most important leadership practices they employ
when working to create a culture of professional autonomy. Table 29 describes the percentage of
principal respondents endorsing each “Professional Autonomy” core practice.

Table 29
Item #2: Professional Autonomy [as reported by principals in rank order]
Principals
N=45
Treats special education staff as professionals who are
knowledgeable in their field/content area

Frequency
(f)
25

Percent
(%)
55.6

(b)

Encourages special education teachers to make informed
instructional decisions for their students

21

46.7

(c)

Encourages and expects a shared decision-making philosophy
with special education teaching staff

15

33.3

(d)

Encourages and allocates time for professional learning
communities

11

24.4

(e)

Provides guidance and professional development opportunities
regarding effective special education teaching practices

10

22.2

(f)

Makes conscious effort to protect special education teachers’
instruction time from interruptions

9

20

(g)

Permits special education teachers to employ a variety of
teaching styles that are consistent with the school’s philosophy

7

15.6

(h)

Allowing special education teachers the freedom to teach in the
ways that they feel are most effective

6

13.3

(i)

Informs special education teachers of expected outcome and
delegates procedural details to the special education teacher’s
discretion

6

13.3

(a)
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(j)
a

Knows when and how to use his/her formal and informal
authority

1

2.2

The left hand column pertains to this table only.

The leadership practice pertaining to professional autonomy and special education
teacher job satisfaction endorsed most frequently by principal respondents was “treats special
education staff as professionals who are knowledgeable in their field/content area” (n=25,
55.6%). The next two leadership practices pertaining to professional autonomy and special
education teacher job satisfaction rated most highly were “encourages special education
teachers to make informed instructional decisions for their students” (n=21, 46.7%) and
“encourages and expects a shared decision-making philosophy with special education teaching
staff” (n=15, 33.3%).
The leadership practices pertaining to professional autonomy and special education
teacher job satisfaction principals moderately endorsed are “encourages and allocates time for
professional learning communities” (n=11, 24.4%), “provides guidance and professional
development opportunities regarding effective special education teaching practices” (n=10,
22.2%), “makes conscious effort to protect special education teachers’ instruction time from
interruptions” (n=9, 20%), and “permits special education teachers to employ a variety of
teaching styles that are consistent with the school’s philosophy” (n=7, 15.6%).
The leadership practices pertaining to professional autonomy and special education
teacher job satisfaction principals endorsed least often are “allowing special education teachers
the freedom to teach in the ways that they feel are most effective” (n=6, 13.3%), “informs special
education teachers of expected outcomes and delegates procedural details to the special
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education teacher’s discretion” (n=6, 13.3%), and “knows when and how to use his/her formal
and informal authority” (n=1, 2.2%).
Principals were asked to identify the most important leadership practices they use to
create expectations that will positively influence the actions and behavior of their special
education teaching staff. Table 30 describes the percent of principal respondents endorsing each
“Creating Staff Expectations” core practice item.

Table 30
Item #3: Creating Staff Expectations [as reported by principals in rank order]
Principals
N=45
Establishing a culture with teachers and staff that they are all
responsible for every student’s success

Frequency
(f)
22

Percent
(%)
48.9

(b)

Recognizing special education teachers when they are meeting or
exceeding expectations

15

33.3

(c)

Consistently modeling the behaviors and actions that are
expected from special education teachers

14

31.1

(d)

Clearly, consistently, directly, and tactfully communicating what
is expected from special education teaching staff

14

31.1

(e)

Providing individual feedback to special education teachers
regarding expectations

11

24.4

(f)

Expecting special education teachers and modeling them that all
students should treated with dignity and respect

6

13.3

(g)

Consistently addressing special education teaching staff when
they are not meeting expectations

5

11.1

(h)

Expecting special education teachers to maximize learning time,
therefore minimizing disruptions

5

11.1

(i)

Expecting special education teaching staff to model appropriate
behavior for students and fellow colleagues

5

11.1

(j)

Repeats, restates, and clarifies what he/she expects from special
education staff

2

4.4

(a)

a

The left hand column pertains to this table only.
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The leadership practice pertaining to creating staff expectations and special education
teacher job satisfaction endorsed by principal respondents most frequently was “establishing a
culture with teachers and staff that they are all responsible for every student’s success” (n=22,
48.9%). The next most frequently endorsed leadership practice pertaining to creating staff
expectations and special education teacher job satisfaction by principals was “recognizing
special education teachers when they are meeting or exceeding expectations” (n=15, 33.3%).
There was a tie for the third most frequently endorsed leadership practice of creating staff
expectations by principals between “consistently modeling the behaviors and actions that are
expected from special education teachers” (n=14, 31.1% and “clearly, consistently, directly, and
tactfully communicating what is expected from special education teaching staff” (n=14, 31.1%)
The leadership practices pertaining to creating staff expectations and special education
teacher job satisfaction moderately endorsed by principals included “providing individual
feedback to special education teachers” (n=11, 24.4%), “expecting special education teachers
and modeling them that all students should be treated with dignity and respect” (n=6, 13.3%),
“consistently addressing special education teaching staff when they are not meeting
expectations” (n=5, 11.1%), “expecting special education teachers to maximize learning time
therefore minimizing disruptions” (n=5, 11.1%), and “expecting special education teaching staff
to model appropriate behavior for students and fellow colleagues” (n=5, 11.1%).
The leadership practice pertaining to creating staff expectations and special education
teacher job satisfaction endorsed least frequently by principal respondents was “repeats,
restates, and clarifies what he/she expects from special education staff” (n=2, 4.4%).
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Principals were asked to identify the most important leadership practices they use to
demonstrate that principals support and stand behind their special education teachers. Table 31
describes the percent of principal respondents endorsing “Stand Behind and Support” core
practices.

Table 31
Item #4: Stand Behind and Support [as reported by principals in rank order]
Principals
N=45
Taking time to listen to special education teachers’ concerns and
work to problem solve with the special education teacher
regarding the concerns

Frequency
(f)
26

Percent
(%)
57.8%

(b)

Assigning special education teachers to teach the classes that they
are most trained and skilled to teach

16

35.6%

(c)

Ensuring that there is an orderly and safe environment conducive
to learning

13

28.9%

(d)

Being visible in the hallways, teachers classrooms, and school
activities

8

17.8%

(e)

Developing, implementing, and supporting school wide
behavior/discipline program that promotes tolerance and
acceptance

8

17.8%

(f)

Supporting special education teachers in their decisions regarding
classroom management

7

15.6%

(g)

Understanding and supporting the needs of students with
disabilities

6

13.3%

(h)

Advocating and supporting special education teachers to go to
conferences and trainings

5

11.1%

(i)

Supporting special education teachers in their decisions regarding
discipline strategies

4

8.9%

(j)

Assuring that special education teachers have ample textbooks,
paper, and equipment to teach the required curriculum

3

6.7%

(a)
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(k)
a

Supporting special education teachers’ authority in enforcing
policy

3

6.7%

The left hand column pertains to this table only.
The leadership practice most frequently endorsed by principal respondents was “taking

time to listen to special education teachers’ concerns and work to problem solve with the special
education teacher regarding the concerns” (n=26, 57.8%). The subsequent leadership practices
of leading by standing behind and special education teacher job satisfaction most frequently
endorsed by principals were “assigning special education teachers to teach the classes that they
are most trained and skilled to teach” (n=16, 35.6%) and “ensuring that there is an orderly and
safe environment conducive to learning” (n=13, 28.9%).
The leadership practices pertaining to leading by standing behind and special education
teacher job satisfaction moderately endorsed by principals included “being visible in the
hallways, teachers classrooms, and school activities” (n=8, 17.8%), “developing, implementing,
and supporting school wide behavior/discipline program that promotes tolerance and
acceptance” (n=8, 17.8%), “supporting special education teachers in their decisions regarding
classroom management” (n=7, 15.6%), “understanding and supporting the needs of students
with disabilities” (n=6, 13.3%), and “advocating and supporting special education teachers to
go to conferences and trainings” (n=5, 11.1%).
The leadership practices related to leading by standing behind and special education
teacher job satisfaction least endorsed by principals are “supporting special education teachers
in their decisions regarding discipline strategies” (n=4, 8.9%), “assuring that special education
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teachers have ample textbooks, paper, and equipment to teach the required curriculum” (n=3,
6.7%) and “supporting special education teachers’ authority in enforcing policy” (n=3, 6.7%).
Principals were asked to identify the most important leadership practices they use to
fulfill their professional role. Table 32 describes the percent of principal respondents endorsing
each “Principal Practices/Professional Role” core practice item.

Table 32
Item #5: Principal Practices/Professional Role [as reported by principals in rank order]
Frequency
(f)
30

Percent
(%)
66.7%

(b) Demonstrating concern for special education teaching staff

18

40%

(c)

Being visible and modeling expectations to special education
teaching staff

16

35.6%

(d) Providing accessibility of personnel and resources to meet the
diverse needs of students with disabilities

16

35.6%

(e)

Providing training to reinforce goals and improve instruction

6

13.3%

(f)

Keeping informed of new developments in curriculum and
instruction and providing relevant information to teachers

4

8.9%

(g) Allowing discretion in implementation of knowledge gained
through staff development

3

6.7%

(h) Assisting special education teachers in evaluating newly
attempted teaching techniques

2

4.4%

(i)

Using authority when necessary to enforce rules and policies

2

4.4%

(j)

Not becoming so concerned with being effective, that the
principal loses sight of what is effective

1

2.2%

1

2.2%

(a)

Principals
N=45
Being honest, open, and consistent with words and actions

(k) Solicitating input in creating policies that may be enforced
through the exercise of authority
a

The left hand column pertains to this table only.

112
The leadership practice pertaining to professional role and special education teacher job
satisfaction endorsed the most by principals was “being honest, open, and consistent with words
and actions” (n=30, 66.7%). The next leadership practice pertaining to professional role and
special education teacher job satisfaction that principal respondents endorsed most was
“demonstrating concern for special education teaching staff” (n=18, 40%). There was a tie for
the third most frequently endorsed practices by principals between “being visible and modeling
expectations to special education teaching staff” (n=16, 35.6%) and “providing accessibility of
personnel and resources to meet the diverse needs of students with disabilities” (n=16, 35.6%).
The leadership practices moderately endorsed by principal respondents in regards to
professional role and special education teacher job satisfaction are “providing training to
reinforce goals and improve instruction” (n=6, 13.3%), “keeping informed of new developments
in curriculum and instruction and providing relevant information to teachers” (n=4, 8.9%), and
“allowing discretion in implementation of knowledge gained through staff development” (n=3,
6.7%).
The leadership practices least endorsed by principal respondents in regards to
professional role and special education teacher job satisfaction are “assisting special education
teachers in evaluating newly attempting teaching techniques” (n=2, 4.4%), “using authority
when necessary to enforce rules and policies” (n=2, 4.4%), “not becoming so concerned with
being effective, that the principal loses sight of what is effective” (n=1, 2.2%), and “solicitating
input in creating policies that may be enforced through the exercise of authority” (n=1, 2.2%).
Principals were asked to identify the most important leadership practices they used to
recognize special education teachers, those that have the greatest impact on special education
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teacher job satisfaction. Table 33 provides the percent of principal respondents endorsing each
“Recognition Practices” core practices.

Table 33
Item #7: Recognition Practices [as reported by principals in rank order]
Frequency
(f)
23

Percent
(%)
51.1

(b) Providing specific feedback when recognizing or praising special
education teaching staff

19

42.2

(c)

17

37.8

(d) Boasting and speaking positively about special education
teaching staff in professional public settings

13

28.9

(e)

Writing individual notes to special education teachers recognizing
the good things they are doing

10

22.2

(f)

Targeting praise to a special education teacher’s specific work

6

13.3

(g) Recognizing and praising special education staff at faculty
meetings

5

11.1

(h) Writing a weekly newsletter or memo that includes recognition of
special education staff for the work they do

4

8.9

(i)

Using non-verbal methods such as a smile or a thumbs up when
special education teachers are observed in their room, classrooms,
and hallways

1

2.2

(j)

Scheduling a time or forum where special education staff are
recognized

1

2.2

(a)

a

Principals
N=45
Individually talking with special education teachers and
recognizing and acknowledging their accomplishments

Taking time to know more about special education teachers
beyond what they are teaching in the classroom

The left hand column pertains to this table only.
The leadership practice most frequently endorsed by principal respondents pertaining to

recognition practices and special education teacher job satisfaction was “individually talking
with special education teachers and recognizing and acknowledging their accomplishments”
(n=23, 51.1%). The next two leadership practices regarding recognition practices and special
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education teacher job satisfaction endorsed most frequently by principal respondents were
“providing specific feedback when recognizing or praising special education teaching staff”
(n=19, 42.2%) and “taking time to know more about special education teachers beyond what
they are teaching in the classroom” (n=17, 37.8%).
The leadership practices pertaining to recognition practices and special education teacher
job satisfaction moderately endorsed by principal respondents are “boasting and speaking
positively about special education teaching staff in professional public settings” (n=13, 28.9%),
“writing individual notes to special education teachers recognizing the good things they are
doing” (n=10, 22.2%), “targeting praise to a special education teacher’s specific work” (n=6,
13.3%), “recognizing and praising special education staff at faculty meetings” (n=5, 11.1%),
and “writing a weekly newsletter or memo that includes recognition of special education staff for
the work they do” (n=4, 8.9%).
The leadership practice pertaining to recognition practices and special education teacher
job satisfaction endorsed the least by principal respondents was tied between “using non-verbal
methods such as a smile or a thumbs up when special education teachers are observed in their
room, classrooms, and hallways” (n=1, 2.2%) and “scheduling a time or forum where special
education staff are recognized” (n=1, 2.2%).
Principals were asked to identify the most important leadership practices they use to
communicate with special education teaching staff. Table 34 describes the percent of principals
endorsing each “Communication” core practice item.
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Table 34
Item #8: Communication Practices [as reported by principals in rank order]
Frequency
(f)
27

Percent
(%)
60

(b) Providing clear, consistent, direct, and tactful communication
with special education teaching staff

25

55.6

(c)

10

22.2

(d) Encouraging special education teachers to have informal “dropin” meetings

8

17.8

(e)

Writing individual notes to special education teachers to
recognize their good work and thank them

8

17.8

(f)

Holding formal conferences with small groups of special
education teachers

4

8.9

(g) Sending e-mails to individual staff to communicate concerns or
needs

4

8.9

(h) Holding formal conferences with individual special education
teachers

3

6.7

(i)

Utilizing faculty meetings as opportunities to reinforce goals with
special education teaching staff

2

4.4

(j)

Writing a weekly memo to special education teaching staff
highlighting important information, dates, things to celebrate, etc.

2

4.4

(a)

a

Principals
N=45
Being open and honest and providing immediate feedback when
communicating with special education staff

Having an agenda for all meetings with special education
teaching staff and keeping summary notes from those meetings

The left hand column pertains to this table only.

The leadership practice pertaining to communication and special education teacher job
satisfaction most frequently endorsed by principal respondents was “being open and honest and
providing immediate feedback when communicating with special education staff” (n=27, 60%).
The next two leadership practices pertaining to communication and special education teacher job
satisfaction most frequently endorsed are “providing clear, consistent, direct, and tactful
communication with special education teaching staff” (n=25, 55.6%) and “having an agenda for
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all meetings with special education teaching staff and keeping summary notes from those
meetings” (n=10, 22.2%).
The leadership practices regarding principal communication and special education
teacher job satisfaction moderately endorsed by principals include “encouraging special
education teachers to have informal “drop-in” meetings” (n=8, 17.8%), “writing individual
notes to special education teachers to recognize their good work and thank them” (n=8, 17.8%),
“holding formal conferences with small groups of special education teachers” (n=4, 8.9%), and
“sending e-mails to individual staff to communicate concerns or needs” (n=4, 8.9%).
The practices least endorsed by principals regarding communication and special
education teacher job satisfaction are “holding formal conferences with individual special
education teachers” (n=3, 6.7%), “utilizing faculty meetings as opportunities to reinforce goals
with special education teaching staff” (n=2, 4.4%) and “writing a weekly memo to special
education teaching staff highlighting important information, dates, things to celebrate, etc.”
(n=2, 4.4%).
Principals were asked to rate the level of special education teacher job satisfaction with 1
being low job satisfaction and 10 being high job satisfaction. Table 35 identifies the percentage
of principals endorsing their perceived level of special education teacher job satisfaction.

Table 35
Principal Reported Job Satisfaction of Special Education Teachers from Low to High
Rank
1
2
3

Frequency (f)
n=33 (73.3%)
0
0
0

Percent (%)
0
0
0
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Table 35 Continued
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

0
0
6
8
16
2
1

0
0
18.2
24.2
48.5
6.1
3

Of the 45 participating principals, 33 or 73.3% of principals surveyed rated the level of
their special education teacher job satisfaction. Three or 9.1% of principals indicated high job
satisfaction among special education teachers. Most of the principals indicated moderate to high
job satisfaction among special education teachers (n=30, 90.9%). No principals indicated low or
moderately low job satisfaction among special education teachers.
Open-Ended Response
Survey question number six on the principal survey provided an open-ended response for
principals to indicate the one thing they do to support special education teacher job satisfaction.
Of the 45 participating principals, 17 responded to the open-ended survey question. Their
responses were analyzed using the grounded theory approach to identify spontaneous themes that
emerged. The codes, in rank order, starting with the most frequent, from principals are as
follows:
1. Listens, (n=8, 47%),
2. Team Meetings/Check-In, (n=7, 41%),
3. Praise (n=5, 29.4%),
4. Value Special Education Teacher Time (n=3, 17.6%).
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Principals indicated “being open, honest, and consistent with words” and emphasize the
importance to “be there to listen to their concerns. Help [special education teachers] problem
solve.” One principal specified having special education teachers “share their expertise. Listen
and include this knowledge to help formulate school-wide improvement plans.” Principals
indicate that they are “consistently modeling the behaviors and actions that are expected from
special education teachers.” Additionally, principals are conscientious of the demands placed on
special education teachers and indicate the necessity to “provide time and space to complete
paperwork and adhere to deadlines” and to ensure their preparation time is “unscheduled” to
decrease interruptions.
Research Question 3: How do principals reported key support practices compare to special
education teachers reported key support practices?
Based on the top three endorsed items by special education teachers of principal practices
from research question one and on the top three endorsed items by principals of practices they
use from research question two, data was analyzed to compare similarities and differences in
those practices that positively impact job satisfaction in special education teachers.
Hypothesis Statement
A research or alternative hypothesis statement for question three was tested using an
independent t-test of proportions.
1. Is there a significant difference between how principals report key support practices
compared to special education teacher’s reported key support practices?
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2. Null or operational hypothesis: There is no significant difference between how principals
report key support practices compared to special education teacher’s reported key support
practices.
Item one from the questionnaire was measured using an independent t-test of proportion
to determine how principals and special education teachers compare with their responses to
shared decision-making practices that enhance special education teacher job satisfaction. Table
36 displays 10 sub items (a-j) identified by Hahn (2013) as specific principal practices in the
shared-decision making process that impact job satisfaction among teachers. In both survey
questionnaires, principals and special education teachers selected the top three sub items (a-j)
regarding shared decision-making that they believed most impacted job satisfaction in special
education teachers.

Table 36
Item #1: Shared Decision-Making Practices [t-test of proportion]
Sub Item

Frequency
Special
Education
Teachers
(f)

Frequency
Principals
(f)

% of
Principal
Responses
N=45

Difference
between
groups

p-value
.05

274

% of
Special
Education
Teacher
Responses
N= 592
46.3

(a)

Seeks special
education teacher
input/
involvement at the
early planning
stages of a project

15

33.3

13

0.077

(b)

Has a formal
system in place to
address concerns
from special
education teaching
staff

190

32.1

12

26.7

5.4

0.429
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(c)

Allowing special
education teachers
to identify goals
and objectives for
the school

83

14

4

8.9

5.1

0.252

(d)

Encourages
special education
staff to present at
local, state, and
national
conferences

16

2.7

0

0

2.7

<0.001*
**

(e)

Seeks out
individual special
education teachers
and connects them
with projects and
leadership
opportunities
Identifies expert
special education
teachers and seeks
them out to peer
coach and mentor

156

26.4

11

24.4

2

0.775
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19.3

21

46.7

-27.4

<0.001*
**

(g)

Identifies
instructional
leaders in a school
and relying on
them for
curriculum
expertise

69

11.7

13

28.9

-17.2

0.004**

(h)

Uses language like
team, family,
community when
involving special
education staff

137

23.1

15

33.3

-10.2

0.145

(i)

Having formal
leadership teams
in the school and
relying on their
expertise for
decisions and/or
advisory purposes

133

22.5

14

31.1

-8.6

0.199

(f)
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(j)

Communicates to
leading staff how
he/she intends to
manage and
involve others

118

19.9

9

20

-.1

0.991

Note. If the “Difference” is positive, this indicates special education teachers rated the key
practice as more important. If the “Difference” is negative, this indicates principals rated the key
practice as more important.
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001

Three of the ten leadership practices pertaining to shared decision-making shown a highly
significant difference (p <.01) between the principal and special education teacher endorsements.
Special education teachers highly endorsed the shared decision-making practice, “encourages
special education staff to present at local, state, and national conferences” (n=16, 2.7%)
compared to principal endorsement (n= 0, 0%), a difference of 2.7%, (p <.001). Principals highly
endorsed the shared decision-making practice, “identifies expert special education teachers and
seeks them out to peer coach and mentor” (n= 21, 46.7%) compared to special education
teachers (n=114, 19.3%), a difference of 27.4% (p <0.001). Principals also highly endorsed the
shared decision-making practice, “identifies instructional leaders in a school and relying on
them for curriculum expertise” (n=13, 28.9%) compared to special education teachers’
endorsement (n= 69, 11.7%), a difference of 17.2%, (p < 0.004).
Item two from the questionnaires was measured using an independent t-test to determine
how principals and special education teachers compare with professional autonomy practices that
enhance job satisfaction. Table 37 presents 10 sub items (a-j) identified by Hahn (2013) as
specific principal practices in professional autonomy that impact job satisfaction among teachers.
In both survey questionnaires, principals and special education teachers selected the top three sub

122
items (a-j) pertaining to professional autonomy that they believed most impacted job satisfaction
in special education teachers.

Table 37
Item #2: Professional Autonomy [t-test of proportion]
Sub Item

Frequency
Special
Education
Teachers
(f)

Frequency
Principals
(f)

% of
Principal
Responses
N=45

Difference
between
groups

pvalue
.05

206

% of
Special
Education
Teacher
Responses
N= 592
34.8

(a)

Allowing special
education teachers the
freedom to teach in the
ways that they feel are
most effective

6

13.3

21.5

<.0001*
**

(b)

Permits special
education teachers to
employ a variety of
teaching styles that are
consistent with the
school’s philosophy
Knows when and how
to use his/her formal
and informal authority

116

19.6

7

15.6

4

0.474

28

4.7

1

2.2

2.5

0.289

(d)

Makes conscious
effort to protect
special education
teachers’ instruction
time from
interruptions

121

20.4

9

20

.4

0.943

(e)

Encourages special
education teachers to
make informed
instructional decisions
for their students

144

24.3

21

46.7

-22.4

0.002**

(f)

Encourages and
expects a shared
decision-making
philosophy with
special education
teaching staff

82

13.9

15

33.3

-19.4

0.002**

(c)
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(g)

Encourages and
allocates time for
professional learning
communities

67

11.3

11

24.4

-13.1

0.016*

(h)

Treats special
education staff as
professionals who are
knowledgeable in their
field/content area

264

44.6

25

55.6

-11

0.155

(i)

Informs special
education teachers of
expected outcome and
delegates procedural
details to the special
education teacher’s
discretion

22

3.7

6

13.3

-9.6

0.01*

(j)

Encourages and
provides guidance and
professional
development
opportunities
regarding effective
special education
teaching practices

105

17.7

10

24.2

-6.7

0.426

Note. If the “Difference” is positive, this indicates special education teachers rated the key
practice as more important. If the “Difference” is negative, this indicates principals rated the key
practice as more important.
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001

Five leadership practices regarding professional autonomy were found to be significantly
different (p <.01) between principal and special education teacher respondents. Special education
teachers highly endorsed the professional autonomy practice, “allowing special education
teachers the freedom to teach in the ways that they feel are most effective” (n= 206, 34.8%)
compared to principals (n=6, 13.3%), with a difference of 21.5% (p <.001). Principals highly
endorsed the professional autonomy practice, “encourages special education teachers to make
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informed instructional decisions for their students” (n=21, 46.7%) compared to special
education teachers (n=144, 24.3%), a difference of 22.4% (p=0.002). Principals highly endorsed,
“encourages and expects a shared decision-making philosophy with special education teaching
staff” (n=15, 33.3%) compared to special education teachers (n=82, 13.9%), a difference of
19.4% (p=0.002). Principals highly endorsed, “encourages and allocates time for professional
learning communities” (n=11, 24.4%) compared to special education teachers (n=67, 11.3%), a
difference of 13.1% (p= 0.016). Principals also highly endorsed, “informs special education
teachers of expected outcome and delegates procedural details to the special education teacher’s
discretion” (n= 6, 13.3%) compared to special education teachers (n=22, 3.7%), a difference of
9.6% (p=0.01).
Item three from the questionnaires was measured using an independent t-test to determine
how principals and special education teachers compare with principal practices of creating staff
expectations that enhance job satisfaction. Table 38 presents 10 sub items (a-j) identified by
Hahn (2013) as specific principal practices of creating staff expectations that impact job
satisfaction among teachers. In both survey questionnaires, principals and special education
teachers selected the top three sub items (a-j) regarding creating staff expectations that principals
use that most impact job satisfaction in special education teachers.
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Table 38
Item #3: Creating Staff Expectations [t-test of proportion]
Sub Item

Frequency
Special
Education
Teachers
(f)

Frequency
Principals
(f)

% of
Principal
Responses
N=45

Difference
between
groups

p-value
.05

109

% of
Special
Education
Teacher
Responses
N= 592
18.4

(a)

Expecting special
education teachers
and modeling
them that all
students should
treated with
dignity and
respect

6

13.3

5.1

0.393

(b)

Repeats, restates,
and clarifies what
he/she expects
from special
education staff

29

4.9

2

4.4

.5

0.887

(c)

Expecting special
education
teaching staff to
model appropriate
behavior for
students and
fellow colleagues

66

11.1

5

11.1

0

0.139

(d)

Establishing a
culture with
teachers and staff
that they are all
responsible for
every student’s
success

180

30.4

22

48.9

-18.5

0.013*

(e)

Consistently
modeling the
behaviors and
actions that are
expected from
special education
teachers

86

14.5

14

31.1

-16.6

0.009**
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(f)

Providing
individual
feedback to
special education
teachers regarding
expectations

92

15.5

11

24.4

-8.9

0.118

(g)

Clearly,
consistently,
directly, and
tactfully
communicating
what is expected
from special
education
teaching staff

138

23.3

14

31.1

-7.8

0.273

(h)

Recognizing
special education
teachers when
they are meeting
or exceeding
expectations

174

29.4

15

33.3

-3.9

0.588

(i)

Expecting special
education teachers
to maximize
learning time,
therefore
minimizing
disruptions

45

7.6

5

11.1

-3.5

0.386

(j)

Consistently
addressing special
education
teaching staff
when they are not
meeting
expectations

50

8.4

5

11.1

-2.7

0.578

Note. If the “Difference” is positive, this indicates special education teachers rated the key
practice as more important. If the “Difference” is negative, this indicates principals rated the key
practice as more important.
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001
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Two leadership practices regarding creating staff expectations were found to be
significantly different (p <.05) between principal and special education teacher endorsements.
Principals highly endorsed the creating staff expectations practice, “establishing a culture with
teachers and staff that they are all responsible for every student’s success” (n=22, 48.9%)
compared to special education teachers (n=180, 30.4%), a difference of 18.5% (p=0.013).
Principals also highly endorsed the creating staff expectations practice, “consistently modeling
the behaviors and actions that are expected from special education teachers” (n=14, 31.1%)
compared to special education teachers (n=86, 14.5%), a difference of 16.6% (p=0.009).
Item four from the questionnaires was measured using an independent t-test to determine
how principals and special education teachers compare with principal practices of standing
behind and supporting teachers that enhance job satisfaction. Table 39 displays 11 sub items (ak) that have identified by Hahn (2013) as specific principal practices of standing behind and
supporting teachers that impact job satisfaction amongst teachers. In both survey questionnaires,
principals and special education teachers selected the top three sub items (a-k) regarding
principal practices of standing behind and supporting teachers that they believed most impacted
job satisfaction in special education teachers.
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Table 39
Item #4: Stand Behind and Support [t-test of proportion]
Sub Item

Frequency
Special
Education
Teachers
(f)

Frequency
Principals
(f)

% of
Principal
Responses
N=45

Difference
between
groups

p-value
.05

147

% of
Special
Education
Teacher
Responses
N= 592
24.8

(a)

Understanding and
supporting the
needs of students
with disabilities

6

13.3

11.5

0.032*

(b)

Assuring that
special education
teachers have
ample textbooks,
paper, and
equipment to teach
the required
curriculum

76

12.8

3

6.7

6.1

0.12

(c)

Supporting special
education teachers’
authority in
enforcing policy

46

7.8

3

6.7

1.1

0.378

(d)

Taking time to
listen to special
education teachers’
concerns and work
to problem solve
with the special
education teacher
regarding the
concerns

211

35.6

26

57.8

-22.2

0.004**

(e)

Assigning special
education teachers
to teach the classes
that they are most
trained and skilled
to teach

80

13.5

16

35.6

-22.1

<0.001***

(f)

Ensuring that there
is an orderly and
safe environment
conducive to
learning

67

11.3

13

28.9

-17.6

0.002**
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(g)

Developing,
implementing, and
supporting school
wide
behavior/discipline
program that
promotes tolerance
and acceptance

76

12.8

8

17.8

-5

0.519

(h)

Being visible in the
hallways, teachers
classrooms, and
school activities

80

13.5

8

17.8

-4.3

0.424

(i)

Supporting special
education teachers
in their decisions
regarding discipline
strategies

36

6.1

4

8.9

-2.8

0.454

(j)

Supporting special
education teachers
in their decisions
regarding
classroom
management

87

14.7

7

15.6

-.9

0.829

(k)

Advocating and
supporting special
education teachers
to go to conferences
and trainings

63

10.6

5

11.1

-.5

0.806

Note. If the “Difference” is positive, this indicates special education teachers rated the key
practice as more important. If the “Difference” is negative, this indicates principals rated the key
practice as more important.
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001

Four leadership practices pertaining to stand behind and support practices are
significantly different (p <.05) between principal and special education teacher responses.
Special education teachers highly endorsed the stand behind and support practice of,
“understanding and supporting the needs of students with disabilities” (n=147, 24.8%)
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compared to principals (n=6, 13.3%), a difference of 11.5% (p=0.032). Principals highly
endorsed the leadership practice, “taking time to listen to special education teachers’ concerns
and work to problem solve with the special education teacher regarding the concerns” (n=26,
57.8%) compared to special education teachers (n=211, 35.6%), a difference of 22.2%
(p=0.004). Principals highly endorsed the leadership practice, “assigning special education
teachers to teach the classes that they are most trained and skilled to teach” (n=16, 35.6%)
compared to special education teachers (n=80, 13.5%), a difference of 22.1% (p < 0.001).
Principals also highly endorsed the leadership practice pertaining to stand behind and support,
“ensuring that there is an orderly and safe environment conducive to learning” (n=13, 28.9%)
compared to special education teachers (n=67, 11.3%), a difference of 17.6% (p=0.002).
Item three from the questionnaires was measured using an independent t-test to determine
how principals and special education teachers compare with principal practices/professional role
of principals that enhance job satisfaction. Table 40 presents 11 sub items (a-k) identified by
Hahn (2013) as specific principal practices/professional role that impact job satisfaction among
teachers. In both survey questionnaires, principals and special education teachers selected the top
three sub items (a-k) regarding principal practices/professional role that they believed most
impacted job satisfaction in special education teachers
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Table 40
Item #5: Principal Practices/Professional Role [t-test of proportion]
Sub Item

Frequency
Special
Education
Teachers
(f)

Frequency
Principals
(f)

% of
Principal
Responses
N=45

Difference
between
groups

p-value
.05

76

% of
Special
Education
Teacher
Responses
N= 592
12.8

Using authority when
necessary to enforce
rules and policies
Not becoming so
concerned with being
effective, that the
principal loses sight of
what is effective

2

4.4

8.4

0.013**

54

9.1

1

2.2

6.9

0.006**

(c)

Solicitating input in
creating policies that
may be enforced
through the exercise of
authority

53

9

1

2.2

6.8

0.007**

(d)

Keeping informed of
new developments in
curriculum and
instruction and
providing relevant
information to teachers

59

10

4

8.9

1.1

0.807

(e)

Being honest, open,
and consistent with
words and actions

208

35.1

30

66.7

-31.5

<.001***

(f)

Being visible and
modeling expectations
to special education
teaching staff

85

14.4

16

35.6

-21.2

0.001**

(g)

Providing accessibility
of personnel and
resources to meet the
diverse needs of
students with
disabilities

126

21.3

16

35.6

-14.3

0.039*

(h)

Demonstrating
concern for special
education teaching
staff

161

27.2

18

40

-12.8

0.084

(a)

(b)
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(i)

Providing training to
reinforce goals and
improve instruction

66

11.1

6

13.3

-2.1

0.626

(j)

Assisting special
education teachers in
evaluating newly
attempted teaching
techniques

20

3.4

2

4.4

-1

0.736

(k)

Allowing discretion in
implementation of
knowledge gained
through staff
development

37

6.3

3

6.7

-.4

0.914

Note. If the “Difference” is positive, this indicates special education teachers rated the key
practice as more important. If the “Difference” is negative, this indicates principals rated the key
practice as more important.
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001

There were six leadership practices pertaining to principal practices/professional role that
were significantly different (p <.05) between principal and special education teacher
endorsements. Special education teachers highly endorsed the principal practices/professional
role practice, “using authority when necessary to enforce rules and policies” (n=76, 12.8%)
compared to principals (n=2, 4.4%), a difference of 8.4% (p=0.013). Special education teachers
highly endorsed the practice, “not becoming so concerned with being effective, that the principal
loses sight of what is effective” (n=54, 9.1%) compared to principals (n=1, 2.2%), a difference of
6.9% (p=0.006). Special education teachers also highly endorsed the practice, “solicitating input
in creating policies that may be enforced through the exercise of authority” (n=53, 9%)
compared to principals (n=1, 2.2%), a difference of 6.8% (p=0.007).
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Principals highly endorsed the principal practice/professional role item, “being honest,
open, and consistent with words and actions” (n=30, 66.7%) compared to special education
teachers (n=208, 35.1%), a difference of 31.5% (p <0.001). Principals highly endorsed the
practice, “being visible and modeling expectations to special education teaching staff” (n=16,
35.6%) compared to special education teachers (n=85, 14.4%), a difference of 21.1% (p=0.001).
Principals also highly endorsed the practice, “providing accessibility of personnel and resources
to meet the diverse needs of students with disabilities” (n=16, 35.6%) compared to special
education teachers (n=126, 21.3%), a difference of 14.3% (p=0.039).
Item three from the questionnaires was measured using an independent t-test to determine
how principals and special education teachers compare with recognition practices that enhance
job satisfaction among special education teachers. Table 41 shows10 sub items (a-j) identified by
Hahn (2013) as specific recognition practices principals use that impact job satisfaction of
teachers. In both survey questionnaires, principals and special education teachers selected the top
three sub items (a-j) regarding recognition practices principals use that they believed most
impacted job satisfaction in special education teachers.
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Table 41
Item #7: Recognition Practices [t-test of proportion]
Sub Item

Frequency
Special
Education
Teachers
(f)

Frequency
Principals
(f)

% of
Principal
Responses
N=45

Difference
between
groups

p-value
.05

93

% of
Special
Education
Teacher
Responses
N= 592
15.7

(a)

Using non-verbal
methods such as a
smile or a thumbs
up when special
education teachers
are observed in their
room, classrooms,
and hallways

1

2.2

13.5

<0.001***

(b)

Scheduling a time or
forum where special
education staff are
recognized

28

4.7

1

2.2

2.5

0.289

(c)

Individually talking
with special
education teachers
and recognizing and
acknowledging their
accomplishments

193

32.6

23

51.1

-18.5

0.014*

(d)

Taking time to know
more about special
education teachers
beyond what they
are teaching in the
classroom

122

20.6

17

37.8

-17.2

0.013*

(e)

Boasting and
speaking positively
about special
education teaching
staff in professional
public settings

75

12.7

13

28.9

-16.2

0.006**

(f)

Providing specific
feedback when
recognizing or
praising special
education teaching
staff

160

27

19

42.2

-15.2

0.038*
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(g)

Writing individual
notes to special
education teachers
recognizing the
good things they are
doing

78

13.2

10

22.2

-9

0.113

(h)

Writing a weekly
newsletter or memo
that includes
recognition of
special education
staff for the work
they do

16

2.7

4

8.9

-6.2

0.15

(i)

Recognizing and
praising special
education staff at
faculty meetings

54

9.1

5

11.1

-2

0.681

(j)

Targeting praise to a
special education
teacher’s specific
work

75

12.7

6

13.3

-.6

0.819

Note. If the “Difference” is positive, this indicates special education teachers rated the key
practice as more important. If the “Difference” is negative, this indicates principals rated the key
practice as more important.
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001

There were five leadership practices pertaining to recognition practices that were
significantly different (p <.05) between principal and special education teacher endorsements.
Special education teachers highly endorsed the recognition practice, “using non-verbal methods
such as a smile or a thumbs up when special education teachers are observed in their room,
classrooms, and hallways” (n=93, 15.7%) compared to principals (n=1, 2.2%), a difference of
13.5% (p=<0.001). Principals highly endorsed the recognition practice, “individually talking
with special education teachers and recognizing and acknowledging their accomplishments”
(n=23, 51.1%) compared to special education teachers (n=193, 32.6%), a difference of 18.5%
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(p=0.014). Principals highly endorsed the recognition practice, “taking time to know more about
special education teachers beyond what they are teaching in the classroom” (n=17, 37.8%)
compared to special education teachers (n=122, 20.6%), a difference of 17.2% (p=0.013).
Principals highly endorsed the recognition practice, “boasting and speaking positively about
special education teaching staff in professional public settings” (n=13, 28.9%) compared to
special education teachers (n=75, 12.7%), a difference of 16.2% (p=0.006). Principals also
highly endorsed the recognition practice, “providing specific feedback when recognizing or
praising special education teaching staff” (n=19, 42.2%) compared to special education teachers
(n=160, 27%), a difference of 15.2% (p=0.038).
Item three from the questionnaires was measured using an independent t-test to determine
how principals and special education teachers compare principal communication practices that
enhance job satisfaction. Table 42 presents 10 sub items (a-j) identified by Hahn (2013) as
specific principal communication that impact job satisfaction among teachers. In both survey
questionnaires, principals and special education teachers selected the top three sub items (a-j)
regarding communication practices principals use that they believed most impacted job
satisfaction in special education teachers.
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Table 42
Item #8: Communication Practices [t-test of proportion]
Sub Item

Frequency
Special
Education
Teachers
(f)

Frequency
Principals
(f)

% of
Principal
Responses
N=45

Difference
between
groups

p-value
.05

104

% of
Special
Education
Teacher
Responses
N= 592
17.6

(a)

Sending e-mails to
individual staff to
communicate
concerns or needs

4

8.9

8.7

0.055

(b)

Encouraging
special education
teachers to have
informal “drop-in”
meetings

115

19.4

8

17.8

1.6

0.781

(c)

Utilizing faculty
meetings as
opportunities to
reinforce goals with
special education
teaching staff

35

5.9

2

4.4

1.5

0.649

(d)

Holding formal
conferences with
small groups of
special education
teachers

56

9.5

4

8.9

.6

0.897

(e)

Being open and
honest and
providing
immediate feedback
when
communicating
with special
education staff

212

35.8

27

60

-24.2

0.001**

(f)

Providing clear,
consistent, direct,
and tactful
communication
with special
education teaching
staff

194

32.8

25

55.6

-22.8

0.003**
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(g)

Having an agenda
for all meetings
with special
education teaching
staff and keeping
summary notes
from those
meetings

55

9.3

10

22.2

-12.9

0.04*

(h)

Writing individual
notes to special
education teachers
to recognize their
good work and
thank them

56

9.5

8

17.8

-8.3

0.153

(i)

Holding formal
conferences with
individual special
education teachers

19

3.2

3

6.7

-3.5

0.361

(j)

Writing a weekly
memo to special
education teaching
staff highlighting
important
information, dates,
things to celebrate,
etc.

21

3.5

2

4.4

-.9

0.777

Note. If the “Difference” is positive, this indicates special education teachers rated the key
practice as more important. If the “Difference” is negative, this indicates principals rated the key
practice as more important.
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001

There were three leadership practices pertaining to communication that were significantly
different (p <.05) between principal and special education teacher endorsements. Principals
highly endorsed the communication practice, “being open and honest and providing immediate
feedback when communicating with special education staff” (n=27, 60%) compared to special
education teachers (n=194, 32.8%), a difference of 24.2% (p=0.001). Principals highly endorsed
the communication practice, “providing clear, consistent, direct, and tactful communication with
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special education teaching staff” (n=25, 55.6%) compared to special education teachers (n=194,
32.8%), a difference of 22.8% (p=0.003). Principals also highly endorsed the communication
practice, “having an agenda for all meetings with special education teaching staff and keeping
summary notes from those meetings” (n=10, 22.2%) compared to special education teachers
(n=55, 9.3%), a difference of 12.9% (p=0.04).
Research Question 4: How do Minnesota principals rate their level of confidence in
supporting special education teachers and programs?
Tables 43 and 44 provide information on principal preparation programs in regards to
their special education training and the confidence principals have in supporting special
education teachers and programs. Table 43 shows how principals perceived their preparation
program prepared them for supervising special education teachers.

Table 43
Principal Preparation for Supervision Special Education
#

Item

1.
Very much
2.
Adequately
3.
Somewhat
4.
Not at all
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

Frequency
(f)
n=30 (66.6%)
3
7
16
4

Percent
(%)
10
23.3
53.3
13.3

Of the 45 participating principals, 30 or 66.6% principals surveyed indicated how
prepared they felt their preparation program prepared them for supervising special education
staff. Three or 10% principals indicated their program “very much” prepared them for
supervising special education. Seven or 23.3% principals indicated they were “adequately”
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prepared to supervise special education. Sixteen or 53.3% principals indicated they were
“somewhat” prepared for supervising special education. Four or 13.3% principals indicated they
were “not at all” prepared for supervision special education.
Table 44 displays principal rated items from not at all (1) to very much (4) in rank order
from high to low. Items were selected from Demaret’s (2017) research based on the relevance to
principal confidence in supporting special education teachers and programs. The items are
displayed in rank order from high to low based on the mean or average of the principal ratings
for each item.

Table 44
Principal Responses to Likert Scale Questions in rank order:
Sub
Item

Statement
n=30

Mean
(M)

(a)

I provide an open and collaborative relationship with the
special education teachers in my school

3.87

Standard
Deviation
(S.D.)
.346

(b)

I understand the unique differences between special education
and regular education

3.77

.430

(c)

I believe I provide helpful feedback to special education
teachers

3.60

.498

(d)

I believe I contribute useful information at IEP meetings

3.47

.629

(e)

I believe that I have the experience to improve a special
education teacher’s effectiveness

3.43

.568

(f)

I know where to find resources for special education

3.27

.691

(g)

I am confident in solving difficult special education related
problems

3.27

.640
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(h)

I believe that professional development in the area of special
education strengthens my ability to supervise special education
teachers

3.13

.730

(i)

I believe that my district provides me with enough professional
development in the area of special education compliance

2.93

.828

(j)

I believe that my district provides me with enough professional
development in the area of special education programming

2.80

.664

(k)

My principal preparation program provided me with enough
instruction to be confident in supervising special education
programming

2.30

.837

Note: Scale: Not at All [1] to Very Much [4]
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

Of the 45 participating principals, 30 or 66.6% rated Likert items concerning their level
of confidence in providing support for special education. Principals indicated high confidence
with interpersonal skills and communication (sub items a-d). Principals indicated moderate
confidence with problem solving issues in special education (sub items e-f). Principal responses
indicated low preparation and professional development with special education and supervising
special education (sub items h-k).
Research Question 5: Where do Minnesota principals obtain professional development
with regards to special education?
Research question five provides detailed information on how principals obtain special
education related professional development. Professional developmental practices are depicted in
Table 45.
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Table 45
Professional Development
Item

(a) Conferences
(b) Special Education Director
(c) Minnesota Department of Education (MDE)
(d) Principal Professional Learning Communities (PLCs)
(e) Journals
(f)
Professional Organizations
(g) Online sources/Webinars
(h) Regional In-Service
(i)
Graduate/Licensure Preparation program
(j)
Other
a
The left hand column pertains to this table only.

Frequency
(f)
N=45
24
24
17
15
13
11
9
7
7
1

Percent
(%)
53.3
53.3
37.8
33.3
28.9
24.4
20
15.6
15.6
2.2

Of the 45 participating principals, 30 or 66.6% principals surveyed indicated their
methods of professional development of special education. The most utilized methods of special
education professional development for principals is between conferences (n=24, 53.3%) and
from Special Education Directors (n=24, 53.3%). Seventeen or 37.8% principals indicated
obtaining professional development for special education through the Minnesota Department of
Education. The methods moderately utilized by principals for professional development
regarding special education include PLCs (n=15, 33.3%), Journals (n=13, 28.9%), Professional
Organizations (n=11, 24.4%), and Online sources/Webinars (n=9, 20%). The methods least
utilized by principals for professional development regarding special education include Regional
In-Service (n=7, 15.6%), Graduate/Licensure preparation programs (n=7; 15.6%) and “other”
(n=1, 2.2%).
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Summary
Results from the questionnaires indicate areas of similarities and differences in principal
practices used to support job satisfaction in special education teachers as reported by special
education teachers and principals. Both populations also indicated within these practices their top
three of each core leadership practices that they find as most impactful in job satisfaction among
special education teachers. Special education teachers and principals rated the job satisfaction of
special education teachers. An open-ended response revealed special education teachers to desire
professional autonomy, having their principals listen to their concerns, involve them in decisionmaking, and engage in positive communication practices. The open-ended response for
principals revealed similar findings in listening to special education teachers and involving them.
Principal responses also indicate the importance of regular meetings, praise strategies, and
uninterrupted time for due process paperwork and compliance. Furthermore, principals indicated
their confidence in supervising and supporting special education teachers and programs as well
as their level of training and related professional development.
Chapter 5 will further explore the research study findings, including limitations to the
study, recommendations to the field, and recommendations for further research.
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Chapter V: Summary, Conclusions, Discussion, Limitations, And Recommendations

Summary
National trends in research have shown many special education teaching positions go
unfilled and a third of special education teachers leaving the field within their first five years of
employment (MN PELSB, 2017). Similar statistics occur in Minnesota with special education
teaching positions left unfilled and 32 percent of special education teachers leaving the field
within the first five years of employment (MN PELSB, 2017). Special education teachers
indicate a need or desire for support from principals; however, principals have a history of
limited understanding or training in special education (Weiss, 2001; McHatton, Boyer,
Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010; Fall & Billingsley, 2011; Lynch, 2012; Pazey & Cole, 2012;
Christensen, Robertson, Williamson, & Hunter, 2013 Horrison-Collier, 2013; Mehrenberg, 2013;
Sheldrake, 2013; Fenski, 2017). Reasons special educators stay in the field often involve support
from administrators, culture or work environment, collaboration and connectedness with peers,
mentorship or induction programs, and their level of knowledge or competence in their area of
expertise (Gehrke & Murri, 2006; Guarino, Santibañez, & Daley, 2006; Vittek, 2015; Bettini et
al., 2018). Past research demonstrates administrative support important for special education
teacher job satisfaction that ultimately leads to their job retention (Prather-Jones, 2011; Benjamin
& Black, 2012; Berry, 2012; Horrison-Collier, 2013; Cancio, Albrecht, and Johns, 2014; Bettini
et al., 2016; Conley & You, 2017; Kelchtermans, 2017; Koonkongsatian, 2017; and Bettini et al.,
2020).
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This study analyzed survey results from Minnesota special education teachers and
principals pertaining to leadership practices principals use that impact special education teacher
job satisfaction. The principal survey also investigated principal confidence in understanding,
training, and supporting special education teachers and programs, as well as their special
education related professional development practices.
Research findings indicated disparities when comparing special education teacher and
principal reported leadership practices principals use that support special education teacher job
satisfaction.
Conclusions
Demographic information was available for 288 special education teachers. There was an
even dispersment of special education teachers between the ages of 25 and 55 which made up
almost 81 percent of the special education teacher participants. Among participating special
education teachers there was an even dispersment across beginning, mid, and late years of
experience in teaching special education. The majority of these special education teachers (48.3
percent) have worked with their current principal for three years or less. Most special education
teachers who completed demographic information are from greater Minnesota (rural) with 25
percent of participating special education teachers working in suburban areas.
Special education teachers primarily hold licenses in areas representative of student
disability populations with a higher than expected percentage of participating special education
teachers holding a developmental cognitive disability (DCD) license (11.8 percent). Most
participating special education teachers have full pre-requisite requirements for tier 3 and tier 4
licensure under the Minnesota teacher licensure system. Ten percent of special education
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teachers surveyed have a bachelor's degree or special circumstances at a tier 1 licensure. Another
11 percent of special education teachers surveyed have a tier 2 license. This means at tier 2,
special education teachers surveyed have at least a bachelor's degree and enrolled in a special
education related preparatory program. The top disability areas serviced by special education
teachers surveyed, in rank order, include emotional or behavioral disability (E/BD), autism
spectrum disorder (ASD), specific learning disability (SLD), and other health disabilities (OHD).
The majority of the special education teachers surveyed have a caseload of 16 to 20 students with
30 percent of special education teachers having caseloads of 21 to 30 students. Most special
education teachers surveyed spend an additional 2 to 6 hours a week on special education
paperwork. This is comparable to national results from special education teachers who indicate
working an additional 5.7 days per month (SPeNSE, 2003).
Most participating principals have had 6 to 15 years working in education, work in
greater Minnesota (rural), and serve students in middle or high school. The principals surveyed
serve student populations mainly between 400 and 800 students. Certified staff supervised by
surveyed principals ranges from 1 to 75 with few principals supervising more than 76 certified
staff. Almost all principals surveyed attended a state-accredited program.
The following five research questions summarize key findings from participating
Minnesota special education teachers and principals.
Research Question 1: What do Minnesota special education teachers report as key support
practices that principals use that have the most impact on job satisfaction?
The highest endorsed sub item across the core leadership practice survey items from
special education teachers related to the shared-decision making process (Table 20, sub item a).
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Special education teachers have a desire for being involved in the early planning stages in
projects (n=274, 46.3%) and to engage with their principals to “brainstorm ideas needed to meet
programming needs for all special education students.” High patterns of this type of inclusion
were also a top practice in the open-ended responses from special education teachers. Special
education teachers indicated their principal “supports the special education teachers in decisions
that are based on expertise and special education due process paperwork when a general
education teacher calls into question the “need” for a specific support or the decision made by
the special education teacher when it comes to behavioral issues'' or “backs the decisions
special education teachers make when mainstreaming students.” The most common phrase
among special education teachers included the word “support” such as their principal being
“supportive and solution focused,” “supports us and has our back during difficult situations,”
and “being supportive in meetings and for purchases of recommended resources.” This
involvement in support and including special education teachers in decision-making correlates
with past research in the positive effect on special education teacher job satisfaction (PratherJones, 2011; Benjamin & Black, 2012; Cancio, Albrecht, and Johns, 2014; and Bettini, et al.,
2020).
An additional open-ended theme that emerged involved collaborative problem solving in
which the principal actively engages and seeks out the input of special education teachers. As
some special education teachers responded, their principal is “willing to problem-solve issues
until they are resolved,” “brainstorm ideas needed to meet programming needs for all special
education students,” and “encourages teaming and collaboration throughout the building.”
Further, problem solving is team based that involves the principal adding ideas, “she is able to
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think outside of the box in helping create solutions that work for individual learners” to establish
a “joint plan of action.”
The second most endorsed sub item by special education teachers fell under professional
autonomy (Table 21, sub item a). Special education teachers would like trust in their professional
knowledgeable in their field or content area (n=264, 44.6%). Qualitative data from the openended question indicated professional autonomy as the top area special education teachers
appreciate from their principals and administrators. Teachers want their principals to understand
their caseload of “students have individual needs” and allow special education teachers to
“make decisions about how to teach them most effectively.” This aligns with previous research
of special education teachers wanting trust in their decision making (Prather-Jones, 2011;
Benjamin & Black, 2012; and Cancio, Albrecht, and Johns, 2014) as well as treated as experts in
the field. This resembles the teachers surveyed in Hahn’s (2013) study in Minnesota. As one
special education teacher indicated, their principal “recognizes the abilities of staff and allows
them to perform their jobs without micro-managing them.”
The third most frequently endorsed sub item across the core leadership areas was under
communication practices (Table 26, sub item a). Like one of the qualitative themes that emerged,
special education teachers appreciate when their principal is “clear, concise, and effective in staff
meetings.” Similarly, another indicated their principal to be “tactful and honest, positive and
realistic, with high expectations while believing in his staff and their professional abilities.”
One special education teacher pointed out the extent their principal shows their
appreciation:
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“[m]y principal does a great job of stopping in to see what we are up to at least once per
week. She always leaves telling me what a good job I am doing and how much my
students are improving. Stopping in and checking in often is really helpful to my job
satisfactions. It helps me feel like she cares about me and my students.”

This links back to both words of affirmation and acts of service from The 5 Languages of
Appreciation in the Workplace (Chapman & White, 2012). The positive communication theme
that emerged appeared to be a compilation of the core leadership communication and recognition
practices using positive feedback to increase special education teacher job satisfaction. Many of
the positive communication responses aligned with individualized feedback or recognition
practices from previous research (Gostick & Elton, 2006; Chapman & White, 2012; Roderick &
Jung, 2012; Fiumara, 2015; Kelchterman (2017).
Two other themes emerged from the open-ended responses completed by special
education teachers, that differed from principal responses; inclusive practices and behavior
support. Special education teachers experience positive job satisfaction when special education
teachers and students are included as part of the whole school and students in special education
are students first and the responsibility of all staff. Many special education teachers found their
principals “[include] us in school-wide activities,” “acknowledges special education staff during
meetings,” “gets to know students receiving special education services,” and show “concern
about the social and emotional well-being of students.”
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Further, special education teachers indicate job satisfaction when “my principal
reinforces that all students are the responsibility of all staff. Special education students are
students first and members of our community. Special education teachers are teachers first.”
Job satisfaction of special education teachers also improves when principals help support
student behaviors.
“As an EBD teacher, our principal will often stop by my classroom to see if I need a
break or am ok when there is a severe behavior going on. She keeps up to date with my
behavioral plans so she is able to step in at any time to support me and my students.”

Another special education teacher indicates their principal to be “present in the
classroom and during student times. They assist directly with behaviors when necessary and
always back up my decisions.” This may be unique in smaller districts or those with Federal
Setting Level III or IV emotional and behavioral disability programming based on available
resources and administrative responsibilities or availability.
Research Question 2: What do Minnesota principals report as key support practices
utilized to develop and improve special education teacher job satisfaction?
The most frequently endorsed sub item by principals was within the core leadership
practice of communication (Table 34, sub item a). This is the same support practice special
education teachers endorsed regarding principals being open and honest while giving immediate
feedback to special education teachers. This further aligns with the leadership practices
established by past researchers (Blase & Kirby, 2009; Whitaker, Whitaker, & Lumpa, 2009; and
Hahn, 2013). Much like special education teacher responses, several principals recognize the
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value in giving “praise in public” and for “good work.” One principal shared praise strategies
that include “Teacher of the Year Awards, positive emails and messaged, [and] food during
lunches or breakfasts.” Previous research indicates principals engage in a variety of practices to
indicate to special education teachers the good work they do (Gostick & Elton, 2006; Chapman
& White, 2012; Roderick & Jung, 2012; Fiumara, 2016; and Kelchterman, 2017).
The second most frequently endorsed sub item by principals was under the stand behind
and support core leadership practice (Table 31, sub item a). Many principals value taking time to
listen to special education teacher concerns and engaging in problem solving regarding their
concerns. As past research indicates (Weiss, 2001; Gehrke & Murri, 2006; Kreider, 2014;
Kelchtermans, 2017; Gee & Consier-Gerdin, 2018), special education teachers thrive when they
can collaborate and problem solve with leadership and other staff.
Principals indicate the need to check in on special education staff and many provide
weekly or bi-weekly meetings or PLCs to support the process. As one principal described, he
will “facilitate weekly PLC just for sped teachers” that includes “due process, explicit
instruction and small group differentiation… data, progress monitoring, etc.” Another principal
structures the meetings “so that we have a chance to talk through the things that are challenging
(or reasons to celebrate).” Again, this aligns with past research of collaborating with special
education teaching staff and engaging in decision-making (Gehrke & Murri, 2006; Guarino,
Santibañez, & Daley, 2006; Vittek, 2015; and Bettini et al., 2018).
The third most endorsed sub item by principals fell under the core leadership practice of
professional autonomy (Table 29, sub item a). Many principals want to support special education
teachers as professionals who are knowledgeable in their area of expertise. This aligned with the
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second highest sub item endorsed by special education teachers. Providing special education
teachers professional autonomy is a frequent area cited in literature (Horrison-Collier, 2013;
CCSSO, 2015; Fenski, 2017; Kelchtermans, 2017; Gee & Gonsier-Gerdin, 2018).
A unique theme reported by principals involved their value of special education teacher
time. Principals are conscientious of the demands placed on special education teachers and
indicate the necessity to “provide time and space to complete paperwork and adhere to
deadlines” and to ensure their preparation time is “unscheduled” to decrease interruptions.
Principals are aware that special education teachers often work well beyond their contract day
and have difficulty balancing between due process paper or compliance and teaching their
student caseload. This finding is consistent with past research (SPeNSE, 2003; Borman &
Dowling, 2008, Imhoff, 2012; Mehrenberg, 2013; Bettini et al., 2018; Gee & Gonsier-Gerdin,
2018). This is interesting since past research suggests providing either reduced caseloads or
increased resources, as indicated through the conservation of resources (COR) theory (Albrecht,
2009; and Bettini et al., 2020).
Research Question 3: How do principals reported key support practices compare to special
education teachers reported key support practices?
Principals and teachers agree on two of the top sub items in which principals can support
special education teachers: recognizing and treating special education teachers as knowledgeable
professionals; and using clear and concise communication practices while also giving immediate
feedback to special education teachers. Principals indicate supporting special education teachers
in problem solving based on special education teacher concerns as an area that supports special
education teacher job satisfaction, whereas special education teachers indicate wanting to be
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involved or included in the early stages of projects. Although special education teachers are
identified as a source of expertise as a collaborator and leader to support all learners across core
instruction, the Council of Chief State School Offices (CCSSO) (2015) note special education
teachers primarily work on compliance and accountability practices. Likewise, research shows
the emphasis on due process paperwork and compliance during internships and mentoring, which
continues this expectation and the roles of special education teachers (Bettini et al., 2018).
Under shared decision-making practices, principals had a higher proportion of
endorsement of identifying and seeking out expert special education teachers to mentor (Table
36, sub item f, p<0.001). The lower endorsement by special education teachers may be related to
the years of experience and licensure tier. A similar reason may be why less special education
teachers endorsed being identified as instructional leaders in a school or being relied on for their
curriculum expertise.
In the professional autonomy practices, special education teachers had significantly
higher proportions of endorsement for principals to allow special education teachers the freedom
to teach in the ways that special education teachers feel are most effective (Table 37, sub item a,
p< 0.0001). However, principals indicate significantly higher proportions of endorsing the items
related to encouraging (Table 37, sub item e, p=0.002) and expecting special education teachers
to use informed instructional decisions and engage in shared decision-making (Table 37, sub
item f, p=0.002).
When creating staff expectations, principals endorsed to establish a culture where all staff
are responsible for all students compared to special education teachers more frequently (Table
38, sub item d, p=0.013). This is interesting since inclusion in school-wide related events and
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staff expectations are commonly identified themes specified by special education teachers on the
open-ended survey item. Principals indicate that they are “consistently modeling the behaviors
and actions that are expected from special education teachers,” however, many special
education teachers did not indicate this as a top area that supports their job satisfaction (Table 38,
sub item e, p=0.009). This could be a less desired area by special education teachers or they are
not observing principals engaging in the behavior and therefore do not know if it supports their
job satisfaction.
For the core leadership practice of standing behind and support, special education
teachers indicate a higher value of principals understanding and supporting the needs of students
with disabilities (Table 39, sub item a, p=0.032). Principals had a significantly higher proportion
of ratings of taking the time to listen to special education teacher concerns (Table 39, sub item d,
p=0.004). Principals also had a significantly higher percentage of ratings with assigning special
education teachers to teach the classes that they are most skilled to teach (Table 39, sub item e, p
<0.0001) and indicated as principals that they ensure a safe and orderly environment that is
conducive to learning compared to special education teacher endorsements (Table 39, sub item f,
p=0.002).
In the area of principal practices/professional role, a significantly higher percentage of
principals indicated “being open, honest, and consistent with words,” although this was also the
overall highest endorsed sub item by special education teachers within the principal
practices/professional role core leadership practice (Table 40, sub item e, p<0.001). Principals
also indicated higher importance to being visible and modeling expectations (Table 40, sub item

155
f, p=0.001) and providing accessibility of personnel and resources to meet the diverse needs of
students with disabilities compared to special education teachers (Table 40, sub item g, p=0.039).
For recognition practices, special education teachers placed significantly higher
importance on principals using non-verbal gestures, such as a thumbs up when observing special
education teachers (Table 41, sub item a, p<0.001). Principals surveyed reported a significantly
higher use of recognition practices that are in person, personalized or individualized (Table 41,
sub item c, p=0.014) or boasting about special education staff in a professional public setting
(Table 41, sub item e, p=0.006). Principals place most frequent emphasis on recognizing and
acknowledging special education teacher accomplishments. Many special education teachers
surveyed also endorsed the same items at a high rate; however, not proportionally compared to
the overall special education teacher participation sample.
Under communication practices, although principals endorsed several items higher than
special education teachers, these same areas were most frequently endorsed by special education
teachers. Principals indicated higher job satisfaction in special education teachers when they are
open and honest and provide immediate feedback (Table 42, sub item e, p=0.001), as well as
when they provide clear, consistent, and direct communication with special education teachers
(Table 42, sub item f, p=0.003). Principals indicated higher value in having an agenda for all
meetings with special education teachers and keeping summary notes from those meetings
compared to special education teachers (Table 42, sub item g, p=0.04). Both principals and
special education teachers indicated “drop in” meetings with principals as a practice that
supports job satisfaction in special education teachers (Table 42, sub item b).
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Principals listening was a top theme on the open-ended survey question by both
principals and special education teachers. Special education teachers want to know their
principal is listening to their concerns. As one special education teacher explained of their
principal, “she takes the time to listen to any concerns or questions [special education] teachers
may have in regards to anything and everything, she will then process through these with us and
collaborate on finding a solution or take matters into her own hands if necessary.” Like past
research, special education teachers want to feel valued (Kelchtermans, 2017). One way this is
done is when a principal “stop[s] what she is doing and looks at me when I am talking to her. It
helps me to feel heard and listened to.” This also falls in line with the SEE step in Gostick and
Elton’s (2006) The Invisible Employee of observing or listening to employees to provide
individual and meaningful recognition. Many of the special education teachers indicate their
principal “genuinely cares about staff and takes the time to listen to feedback” is “honest” and
“listens to concerns as well as suggestions.” Principals also emphasized the importance to “be
there to listen to their concerns. Help them problem solve.” One principal specified having
special education teachers “share their expertise. Listen and include this knowledge to help
formulate school-wide improvement plans.” This aligned with past research (Weiss, 2001;
Gehrke & Murri, 2006; Guarino, Santibañez, & Daley, 2006; Vittek, 2015; and Bettini et al.,
2018).
Research Question 4: How do Minnesota principals rate their level of confidence in
supporting special education teachers and programs?
Two-thirds of principal participants indicated less than adequate training for special
education supervision through their preparatory program. More Minnesota principals indicate
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inadequate training compared to prior research on principal preparation (Angelle & Bilton, 2009;
McHatton, Boyer, Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010; Christensen, Robertson, Williamson, & Hunter,
2013). Furthermore, principals indicated similar responses on Likert scale items in regards to
principal supervision of special education to past research (Demaret, 2017). Principals also
expressed low professional development from their district for special education programming
and due process compliance.
Although required in Minnesota, only 26.7 percent of principals report participating in a
field experience as part of their preparation. This could be due to different requirements at the
time principals obtained their principal licensure. Likewise, principal field experience in
Minnesota does not require specific hours addressing special education, despite the time spent as
a principal providing support to special education teachers and special education programming.
Principal responses suggest low confidence in feeling prepared for special education supervision
and an indication of lacking professional development in this area.
Research Question 5: Where do Minnesota principals obtain professional development
with regards to special education?
Principals most frequently depend on conferences and special education directors for
training and professional development in the areas of special education programming, due
process compliance, and supervision of special education teachers. Secondarily, they receive
training from Minnesota Department of Education (MDE). As prior results from this study
indicate, principals are not confident or as prepared to support special education programming or
special education teachers, therefore it is imperative to provide quality training from the state and
from special education directors throughout each academic year.
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Discussion
Education is a vast field that requires the expertise of all staff involved. In Minnesota, the
workloads and management of staff members can vary significantly from one district to another.
Principals have high demands as instructional leaders and management duties. Likewise, special
education teachers continuously have more diverse caseloads with increasing special education
student populations. Considering principals are not confident in supporting special education
programs, preparatory programs need to evaluate their current coursework requirements and
identify ways to increase special education training and experience. As mentioned in the
literature review, many programs will embed information within coursework but not specifically
address special education and the intricacies special education entails (McHatton, Boyer,
Shaunessy, & Terry, 2010; Christensen, Robertson, Williamson, & Hunter, 2013). Special
education is complex and driven by federal laws and state statutes. State conferences and special
education directors need to keep principals up to date on the continuously changing due process
requirements and the rights of students with disabilities.
Research demonstrates the importance of leadership practices for increasing teacher job
satisfaction (Blase & Kirby, 2009; Whitaker, Whitaker, & Lumpa, 2009; Hahn, 2013). Principals
indicate a desire for special education teachers to make informed decisions with their instruction.
This could involve monitoring student progress with interventions or programs implemented and
making decisions based on the change in academic or behavior skills. Additionally, principals
should take caution when given new to the field special education teachers and tier 1 or tier 2
licensed special education teachers freedom without the pedagogy and skill sets required for
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adequate special education services. These special education teachers may require more support
and training for program implementation and monitoring progress.
Conversely, high quality special education teachers need more freedom and trust as they
have expertise in the necessary components of differentiation and individualization of education
and related supports for special education students. Further, engaging high quality special
education teachers to share intervention and differentiation knowledge with general education
can further meet the needs of all students and increase special education teacher efficiency. This
can help build inclusion of special education teachers to the school community, as well as have
special education teachers identified as educational leaders in their areas of teaching. This
expertise role aligns with recommendations from the Council of Chief State School Officers
(2015).
Principals are savvy at finding ways to accommodate the specified role of special
education teachers. As past research suggests, finding more ways to either increase due process
and preparation time or reduce caseloads of special education teachers is necessary to best meet
the needs of our most vulnerable student population (Albrecht, 2009; and Bettini et al., 2020).
Special education teachers have a desire to help students move forward, yet continue to struggle
with the balance between paperwork or compliance, paraprofessional management duties, and
individualized teaching practices.
An interesting finding included principals perceiving higher job satisfaction among
special education teachers compared to what special education teachers self-reported. This
conflicts with Hahn’s (2013), in which Minnesota teachers rated higher job satisfaction
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compared to principal perception of teacher job satisfaction. Table 46 gives a visual to
demonstrate the differences in special education teacher job satisfaction ratings.

Table 46
Comparison of Rated Job Satisfaction of Special Education Teachers from Low to
High
Rank

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Special Education
Teacher Ratings
Frequency (f)
(n=315; 53% responded)
2
11
20
25
33
53
72
70
24
5

Principal Ratings
Frequency (f)
(n=33; 73.3% Responded)
0
0
0
0
0
6
8
16
2
1

Although many special education teachers report high job satisfaction, a significant
number indicated low job satisfaction. This correlates with Kelchtermans (2017) explanation that
not all teachers leaving the field is necessarily a negative thing since those special education
teachers who leave may not be adequate in their role. Additionally, principals may perceive they
are providing support to special education teachers whereas less satisfied special education
teachers may not perceive receiving the support. Further, it can be difficult for principals to
support special education teachers if principals are not confident or well versed in special
education programming, supervision, and due process expectations. This further highlights the
importance of directors of special education taking the lead in providing the unique training
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needs of special education teachers and principals. Although MDE can provide the legal aspects,
some of the related components of the roles can be unique based on the local education agency
(LEA).
Although not addressed directly within this study, special education teachers who have
less experience, or not trained in special education, place higher demands on principals (Tillman,
2011). Principals have heavy workloads and when having to provide supplementary support
unique to the needs of special education staff, their demands increase even more.
Findings also support having a positive school culture that includes a “we” mentality, as
mentioned by Blase and Kirby (2009), that involves all staff supporting all learners. As practices
continue to progressively move toward inclusion and team collaboration with special education
teachers leading differentiated instruction training additional special education teachers will feel
more involved in their school community.
Limitations
1. During March 2020 the Minnesota Governor closed schools to transition to distance
learning due to a global pandemic from COVID-19.
2. Additionally, many special education teacher respondents and one-third of principal
respondents omitted responses or ended the survey prior to the demographics survey
questions. This could be due to the length of the survey and the perceived relevance of
the demographic information.
Recommendations to the Field
1. Principal preparation programs should consider ways to provide more special education
content in their program of study for aspiring principals.
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2. Principal preparation programs should consider requiring a minimum number of hours of
special education in their required field experience.
3. Special education directors should provide special education related professional
development for principals that include trainings throughout the school year, prioritizing
training for new to the field principals.
Recommendations for Further Research
1. Evaluate the effectiveness or impacts of the Minnesota tiered teacher licensing system
2. Task/job analysis of special education teachers based on the caseload and workload
variables of their position
3. Consider alternatives to the methodology
a. Reduce the length of the survey or prioritize leadership practices specific to special
education.
b. Time of data collection when principals and/or special education teachers are more
available (e.g., early to mid winter).
c. Consider an alternative for obtaining higher participation rates, such as distributing
surveys at conferences or in school settings.

This study analyzed survey results from Minnesota special education teachers and
principals. Results indicate two-thirds of participating principals being unprepared for supporting
special education and related programs and a need for changes in preparation and professional
development for principals regarding special education. Furthermore, special education teachers
desire autonomy in their teaching, whereas, principals would prefer special education teachers to
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use informed practices to guide their instruction. Finally, principals indicate higher job
satisfaction among special education teachers than what special education teachers report, which
may be indicative of a need for further research in aspects of special education teaching.
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Appendix A
Special Education Teacher Survey
How do principals reported key support practices compare to special education teachers reported key
support practices?
1. Below is a list of leadership practices that building principals use to involve their teachers in
the shared decision-making process. Please identify the THREE practices that impact your
level of job satisfaction the most (You might identify all of these as important, identify the
THREE with the greatest impact):
 Provides opportunities to identify the goals and objectives for the school
 Seeks special education teacher input/involvement at the early planning stages of a project
 Identifies instructional leaders within a school and relying on them for curriculum expertise
 Has a formal system in place to address concerns from special education teaching staff
 Uses language like team, family, community when involving special education staff
 Seeks out individual special education teachers and connects them with projects and leadership
opportunities
 Communicates to leading special education staff how he/she intends to manage and involve
others
 Identifies expert special education teachers and seeks them out to peer coach and mentor
 Encourages special education staff to present at local, state, and national conferences
 Has formal school leadership teams and relies on their expertise for decisions and/or advisory
purposes
2. Below is a list of practices that building principals use when creating a culture of professional
autonomy with their teaching staff. Please identify the THREE practices that impact your
level of job satisfaction the most:
 Encourages special education teachers to make informed instructional decisions for their students
 Encourages and expects a shared decision-making philosophy with special education teaching
staff
 Makes conscious effort to protect special education teachers’ instruction time from interruptions
 Encourages special education teachers the freedom to teach in ways that they believe are the most
effective
 Encourages and provides guidance and professional development opportunities regarding
effective special education teaching practices
 Encourages and allocates time for professional learning communities
 Treats the special education staff as professionals who are knowledgeable in their field/content
area
 Knows when and how to use his/her formal and informal authority
 Informs special education teachers of expected outcome and delegates procedural details to the
special education teacher’s discretion
 Permits special education teachers to employ a variety of teaching styles that are consistent with
the school’s philosophy
3. Below is a list of practices that principals use to establish expectations among their teaching
staff. Please identify the THREE practices that impact your level of job satisfaction the most:
 Repeats, restates, and clarifies what he/she expects from special education staff
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 Consistently models the behaviors and actions that he/she expects from special education teachers
 Expects special education teachers to maximize learning time, therefore he/she minimizes
disruptions
 Clearly, consistently, directly and tactfully communicates what he/she expects from special
education teaching staff
 Intervenes when special education teaching staff are not meeting expectations
 Provides individual feedback to special education teachers regarding expectations
 Expects special education teaching staff to model appropriate behavior for students and fellow
colleagues
 Expects special education teachers to treat students with dignity and respect
 Recognizes special education teachers positively when they are meeting or exceeding
expectations
 Provides a culture with teachers and staff that they are all responsible for every student’s success
4. Below is a list of practices that principals use as a way to demonstrate that they stand behind
and support their special education teachers. Please identify the THREE practices that
impact your level of job satisfaction the most:
 Assigns special education teachers to teach the classes for which they are the most trained and
skilled to teach
 Advocates and supports special education teachers to attend conferences and trainings
 Ensures that special education teachers have ample textbooks, paper, and equipment to teach the
required curriculum
 Ensures that there is an orderly and safe environment conducive to learning
 Supports special education teachers in their decisions regarding classroom management
 Supports special education teachers’ discipline strategies
 Assists in the development, implementation and support of a school wide behavior/discipline
program that promotes tolerance and acceptance
 Is visible in the hallways, special education teachers’ classrooms and school activities
 Supports special education teachers’ authority in enforcing policy
 Takes time to listen to special education teachers’ concerns and works to problem solve with the
special education teacher regarding the concerns
 Understands and supports the needs of students with disabilities
5. Building principals are assigned many duties and responsibilities to fulfill the requirements of
their professional role. Below is a list of practices that principals use to meet the expectations
of their professional role. Please identify the THREE practices that have the greatest impact
on your level of job satisfaction:
 Provides training opportunities to reinforce goals and improve instruction
 Is visible and models the expectations he/she has for special education teaching staff
 Uses authority when necessary to enforce rules and policies
 Is honest, open, and consistent with his/her words and actions
 Does not become so concerned with being effective, that he/she loses sight of what is effective
 Solicits input from special education teachers in creating policies that may be encourages through
the exercise of authority
 Shows concern for special education teaching staff
 Allows discretion in implementation of knowledge gained through staff development
 Assists special education teachers in evaluating the effectiveness of new teaching techniques
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 Keeps current about new developments in curriculum and instruction and provide relevant
information to special education teachers
 Provides access to personnel and resources to meet the diverse needs of students with disabilities
6. On a scale from 1-10, with 1 being the lowest, and 10 being the highest, please rate what you
believe is the overall level of job satisfaction as a special education teacher:
7. Below is a list of practices that principals use to recognize their teaching staff, please select
the THREE practices that you identify as having the greatest impact on special education
teacher job satisfaction:
(All these strategies impact teacher job satisfaction; identify the THREE that you believe
impact your level of job satisfaction the most)
 Scheduling a time or forum where special education staff are recognized
 Targeting his/her praise to a special education teacher’s specific work
 Boasting and speaking positively about his/her special education teaching staff in professional
and public settings
 Recognizing and praising special education staff at faculty meetings
 Individually talking with special education teachers and recognizing and acknowledging their
accomplishments
 Writing individual notes to special education teachers recognizing the good things they are doing
 Taking the time to know more about special education teachers beyond what they are teaching in
the classroom
 Writing a weekly newsletter or memo that includes recognition of special education staff for the
work they do
 Providing specific and immediate feedback when recognizing or praising special education
teaching staff
 Uses non-verbal methods such as a smile or a thumbs up when he/she observes my teaching or
when I am working in my room, general education classrooms, and hallways
8. Below is a list of key practices that principals use to communicate with their special education
teaching staff. Please select the THREE practices that impact your level of job satisfaction the
most:
 Provides clear, consistent, direct and tactful communication with special education teaching staff
 Holds formal conferences with individual special education teachers
 Holds formal conferences with small groups of special education teachers
 Uses faculty meetings as opportunities to reinforce goals with special education teaching staff
 Encourages special education teachers to have informal “drop-in” meetings
 Sends e-mails to individual special education staff to communicate concerns or needs
 Writes individual notes to special education teachers to recognize their good work and thank
them
 Is open and honest and provides immediate feedback when communicating with special
education staff
 Has an agenda for all meetings with special education teaching staff and keep summary notes
from those meetings
 Writes a weekly memo to special education teaching staff highlighting important information,
dates, things to celebrate, etc.
9. What is the one thing my principal does to help special education teacher job satisfaction?
(open ended response)
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Demographic Information
Please select your gender
 Male
 Female
Please select your age
 25-35
 36-45
 46-55
 56 plus
Please select the best response that describes your total experience as a principal
 0-3 years
 4-7 years
 8-12 years
 13-17 years
 18 or more years
Please select the best response that describes the total number of years you have worked with your
building principal:
 0-3 years
 4-7 years
 8-12 years
 13-17 years
 18 or more years
Please select the district that describes where you work:
 Metro
 Suburban
 Greater MN (Rural)
Please select the response that best describes the grade level(s) you teach:
 Elementary
 Middle
 High School
 Alternative Education
 K-12
Select the response that best describes the size of the building where you currently teach:
 Less than 150 students
 Between 150-250 students
 Between 250-400 students
 Between 400-600 students
 Between 600-800 students
 Between 800-1000 students
 More than 1,000 students
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Please identify the area(s) that you are licensed as a special education teacher:
 Academic and Behavioral Strategist (ABS)
 Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)
 Blind-Visually Impaired (BVI)
 Deaf-Blind (DB)
 Deaf and Hard of Hearing (D/HH)
 Developmental Cognitive Disabilities (DCD)
 Developmental Delay (DD)
 Emotional or Behavioral Disorders (EBD)
 Other Health Disabilities (OHD)
 Physically Impaired (PI)
 Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD)
 Speech or Language Impairments (SLI)
 Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI)
Based on the Minnesota Professional Education Licensing and Standards Board, which Tier level
does your current special education licensure fall:
 Tier 1
 Tier 2
 Tier 3
 Tier 4
Please identify the area(s) you serve in current special education teacher role:
 Academic and Behavioral Strategist (ABS)
 Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)
 Blind-Visually Impaired (BVI)
 Deaf-Blind (DB)
 Deaf and Hard of Hearing (D/HH)
 Developmental Cognitive Disabilities (DCD)- Mild to Moderate
 Developmental Cognitive Disabilities (DCD)- Severe-Profound
 Developmental Delay (DD)
 Emotional or Behavioral Disorders (EBD)
 Other Health Disabilities (OHD)
 Physically Impaired (PI)
 Severely Multiply Impaired (SMI)
 Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD)
 Speech or Language Impairments (SLI)
 Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI)
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Appendix B
Principal Survey
How do MN special education teachers rate the level of special education program support compare
to principal perception of special education program support?
1. Below is a list of leadership practices that building principals use to involve their teachers in
the shared decision-making process. Please select the THREE practices that you identify as
having the greatest impact on special education teacher job satisfaction
(All these strategies impact teacher job satisfaction; identify the THREE that you believe
impact special education teacher job satisfaction the most)
 Allowing special education teachers to identify the goals and objectives for the school
 Seeking special education teacher input/involvement at the early planning stages of a project
 Identifying instructional leaders within a school and relying on them for curriculum expertise
 Having a formal system in place to address concerns from special education teaching staff
 Using language like team, family, community when involving special education staff
 Seeking out individual special education teachers and connecting them with projects and
leadership opportunities
 Communicating to leading special education staff how the principal intends to manage and
involve others
 Identify top special education teachers and seek them out to peer coach and mentor
 Encourage special education staff to present at local, state, and national conferences
 Having formal leadership teams in the school and relying on their expertise for decisions and/or
advisory purposes

2. Please select the THREE practices that you identify as having the greatest impact on special
education teacher job satisfaction when a building principal works to create a culture of
professional autonomy with special education teachers:
 Trusting special education teachers to make informed instructional decisions for their students
 Developing and implementing a shared decision-making philosophy with my special education
teaching staff
 Protecting special education teachers’ instruction time from interruptions
 Allowing special education teachers’ the freedom to teach in the ways that they feel are the most
effective
 Providing guidance and professional development opportunities regarding effective special
education teaching practices
 Encouraging and allocating time for professional learning communities
 Trusting special education teaching staff as professionals and as experts in their field/content area
 Knowing when to use and how to balance the use of formal verse informal authority
 Informing special education teachers of what outcome is expected and then leaving the details to
the special education teacher’s discretion
 Allowing and encouraging special education teaching staff the freedom to teach within his/her
style as long as they stay within the guidelines of the school philosophy
3. Many principals use expectations to influence the actions and behaviors of their teaching
staff. Please select the THREE practices regarding expectations that you identify as having
the greatest impact on special education teacher job satisfaction:
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 Repeating, restating, and clarifying what is expected from special education staff
 Consistently modeling the behaviors and actions that are expected from special education
teachers
 Expecting special education teachers to maximize learning time, therefore minimizing disruptions
 Clearly, consistently, directly and tactfully communicating what is expected from special
education teaching staff
 Consistently addressing special education teaching staff when they are not meeting expectations
 Providing individual feedback to special education teachers regarding expectations
 Expecting special education teaching staff to model appropriate behavior for students and fellow
colleagues
 Expecting special education teachers and modeling them that all students should be treated with
dignity and respect
 Recognizing special education teachers when they are meeting or exceeding expectations
 Establishing a culture with teachers and staff that they are all responsible for every student’s
success
4. Below is a list of practices that principals use as a way to demonstrate that they stand behind
and support their special education teachers. Please select the THREE practices that you
identify as having the greatest impact on special education teacher job satisfaction:
 Assigning special education teachers to teach the classes that they are the most trained and skilled
to teach
 Advocating and supporting special education teachers to go to conferences and trainings
 Assuring that special education teachers have ample textbooks, paper, and equipment to teach the
required curriculum
 Ensuring that there is an orderly and safe environment conducive to learning
 Supporting special education teachers in their decisions regarding classroom management
 Supporting special education teachers in their decisions regarding discipline strategies
 Developing, implementing, and supporting a school wide behavior/discipline program that
promotes tolerance and acceptance
 Being visible in the hallways, teachers classrooms, and school activities
 Supporting special education teachers’ authority in enforcing policy
 Taking time to listen to special education teachers’ concerns and work to problem solve with the
special education teacher regarding the concerns
 Understanding and supporting the needs of students with disabilities
5. As a building principal, you are required to wear many hats to fulfill the requirements of
your professional role. Please select the THREE practices that you identify as having the
greatest impact on special education teacher job satisfaction:
 Providing training opportunities to reinforce goals and improve instruction
 Being visible and modeling expectations to special education teaching staff
 Using authority when necessary to enforce rules and policies
 Being honest, open, and consistent with words and actions
 Not becoming so concerned with being effective, that a principal loses sight of what is effective
 Soliciting input in creating policies that may be enforced through the exercise of authority
 Demonstrating concern for special education teaching staff
 Allowing discretion in implementation of knowledge gained through staff development
 Assisting special education teachers in evaluating newly attempted teaching techniques
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 Keeping informed of new developments in curriculum and instruction and providing relevant
information to teachers
 Providing accessibility of personnel and resources to meet the diverse needs of students with
disabilities
6. On a scale from 1-10, with 1 being the lowest, and 10 being the highest, please rate what you
believe is the overall job satisfaction for your special education teaching staff:
7. Below is a list of practices that principals use to recognize their teaching staff, please select
the THREE practices that you identify as having the greatest impact on special education
teacher job satisfaction:
(All these strategies impact teacher job satisfaction; identify the THREE that you believe
impact special education teacher job satisfaction the most)
 Scheduling a time or forum where special education staff are recognized
 Targeting praise to a special education teacher’s specific work
 Boasting and speaking positively about special education teaching staff in professional and public
settings
 Recognizing and praising special education staff at faculty meetings
 Individually talking with special education teachers and recognizing and acknowledging their
accomplishments
 Writing individual notes to special education teachers recognizing the good things they are doing
 Taking the time to know more about special education teachers beyond what they are teaching in
the classroom
 Writing a weekly newsletter or memo that includes recognition of special education staff for the
work they do
 Providing specific and immediate feedback when recognizing or praising special education
teaching staff
 Using non-verbal methods such as a smile or a thumbs up when special education teachers are
observed in their room, classrooms, and hallways
8. Below is a list of key practices used by principals to communicate with their special education
teaching staff. Please select the THREE practices that you identify as having the greatest
impact on special education teacher job satisfaction:
 Providing clear, consistent, direct and tactful communication with special education teaching staff
 Holding formal conferences with individual special education teachers
 Holding formal conferences with small groups of special education teachers
 Utilizing faculty meetings as opportunities to reinforce goals with special education teaching staff
 Encouraging special education teachers to have informal “drop-in” meetings
 Sending e-mails to individual staff to communicate concerns or needs
 Writing individual notes to special education teachers to recognize their good work and thank
them
 Being open and honest and providing immediate feedback when communicating with special
education staff
 Having an agenda for all meetings with special education teaching staff and keeping summary
notes from those meetings
 Writing a weekly memo to my special education teaching staff highlighting important
information, dates, things to celebrate, etc.
9.

What do I do to help special education teacher job satisfaction? (open ended response)
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How do MN principal’s rate their level of confidence in supporting special education
teachers/programs?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 4, with 1 being not at all and 4 being very much, the following:
1. My principal preparation program provided me with enough instruction to be confident in
supervising special education programming.
2. I believe that my district provides me with enough professional development in the area of special
education compliance.
3. I believe that my district provides me with enough professional development in the area of special
education programming.
4. I believe that professional development in the area of special education strengthens my ability to
supervise special education teachers.
5. I believe I have the experience to improve a special education teacher’s effectiveness.
6. I am confident in solving difficult special education related problems.
7. I provide an open and collaborative relationship with the special education teachers in my school.
8. I understand the unique differences between special education and regular education.
9. I believe I provide helpful feedback to special education teachers.
10. I believe I contribute useful information at IEP meetings.
11. I know where to find resources for special education.
Where do MN principal’s obtain professional development with regards to special education?
I obtain professional development in the area of special education in the following ways (Check all that
apply):
 Principal Professional Learning Communities
 Special Education Director
 Regional In-Service
 Minnesota Association of School Administrators (MASA)
 Minnesota Association of Secondary School Principals (MASSP)
 Minnesota Department of Education (MDE)
 Minnesota Elementary School Principals’ Association (MESPA)
 National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP)
 National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP)
 Other: _____________
Demographic Information
Please select your gender
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 Male
 Female
Please select your age
 25-35
 36-45
 46-55
 56 plus
Please select the best response that describes your total experience as a principal
 0-3 years
 4-7 years
 8-12 years
 13-17 years
 18 or more years
Please select the best response that describes your total experience as a principal in Minnesota:
 0-3 years
 4-7 years
 8-12 years
 13-17 years
 18 or more years
Please select your years of experience in education prior to becoming a principal:
 0-5 years
 6-10 years
 11-15 years
 16-20 years
 21 plus
How long have you been a principal?
 First year
 2-5 years
 6-10 years
 11-15 years
 16-20 years
 21 or more years
At what school level are your responsibilities and leadership?
 Elementary
 Middle
 High School
 Alternative Education
 K-12
 Other____________
Please select the district that describes where you work:
 Metro
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 Suburban
 Greater MN (Rural)
Select the response that best describes the size of the building you currently lead
 Less than 150 students
 Between 150-250 students
 Between 250-400 students
 Between 400-600 students
 Between 600-800 students
 Between 800-1000 students
 More than 1,000 students
Select the response that best describes the number of certified teaching staff you supervise
 1-25 Certified Staff
 26-40 Certified Staff
 41-75 Certified Staff
 76-100 Certified Staff
 101-125 Certified Staff
 More than 126 Certified Staff
Check all that apply in regards to your Principal Preparation Program
 State-accredited program
 Out-of-state program
 Online
 Hybrid
 Field Experience
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Appendix E
Principal Implied Consent
You are invited to participate in this study to determine strategies principals use to support job
satisfaction in special education teachers that can lead to special education teacher retention. This study
also provides insight into principal training and professional development in special education. As an
active Minnesota school principal, you can provide insight into strategies you use. This research is being
conducted by Julie Przekwas, for a doctoral thesis, and the St. Cloud State University (SCSU) Center for
Doctoral Studies and staff.
Background Information and Purpose
The purpose of this study is to identify practices school principals use to support job satisfaction for
special education teachers.
Procedures
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete the survey which is completely anonymous and
no one will be able to identify a specific individual’s responses.
Risks
There are no foreseeable risks associated with participation in this study.
Benefits
The questions on this survey were adapted from previous principal practices used to support job
satisfaction in teachers and areas of professional development for Minnesota school principals. Some of
the survey questions will be compared with special education teacher responses.
Confidentiality
All surveys completed are anonymous and no responses that could identify a specific individual will be
used. All information will be reported in group format.
Research Results
If you have any additional questions please contact the researcher, at 218-469-2406 or
jmprzekwas@go.stcloudstate.edu, or advisor, Dr. David Lund, at 320-250-3900 or
dlund1@stcloudstate.edu.
Contact Information
If you have any additional questions please contact the researcher, at 218-469-2406 or
jmprzekwas@go.stcloudstate.edu, or the advisor, Dr. David Lund, at 218- or dlund1@go.stcloudstate.edu.
Voluntary Participation/Withdrawal
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. If you refuse to participate, there is no penalty
and you may discontinue participation at any time without penalty.
Acceptance to Participate
Your completion of the survey indicates that you are at least 18 years of age and you consent to
participate in the study.
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Appendix F
Special Education Teacher Implied Consent Letter
You are invited to participate in this study to determine strategies principals use to support special
education teacher job satisfaction. As an active Minnesota special education teacher, you can provide
insight into strategies principals use to support your job satisfaction. This research is being conducted by
Julie Przekwas, for a doctoral thesis, and the St. Cloud State University (SCSU) Center for Doctoral
Studies and staff.
Background Information and Purpose
The purpose of this study is to identify practices school principals use to support job satisfaction for
special education teachers.
Procedures
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete the survey which is completely anonymous and
no one will be able to identify a specific individual’s responses.
Risks
There are no foreseeable risks associated with participation in this study.
Benefits
The questions on this survey were adapted from previous principal practices used to support job
satisfaction in teachers. The survey questions will be compared with principal responses on strategies
used by them.
Confidentiality
All surveys completed are anonymous and no responses that could identify a specific individual will be
used. All information will be reported in group format.
Research Results
If you are interested in learning the results of the survey, feel free to contact the SCSU Center for
Doctoral Studies staff at 320-308-4241 or go to the SCSU Center for Doctoral Studies B121 Education
Building, 720 Fourth Ave S, St. Cloud MN, 56301.
Contact Information
If you have any additional questions please contact the researcher, at 218-469-2406 or
jmprzekwas@go.stcloudstate.edu, or advisor, Dr. David Lund, at 320-250-3900 or
dlund1@stcloudstate.edu.
Voluntary Participation/Withdrawal
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. If you refuse to participate, there is no penalty
and you may discontinue participation at any time without penalty.
Acceptance to Participate
Your completion of the survey indicates that you are at least 18 years of age and you consent to
participate in the study.

